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INTRODUCTION. 


My life’s work is finished, with the completion of this work. I am 
thankful that I have lived to complete it. But it is sad to contemplate that 
the only two persons who set me the task— my literary ‘ mentor % Babu 
Govinda-dasa of Benares, and Dr. G. Thibaut of Heidelberg, my colleague 
at the Muir College,— are not here to rejoice with me. The only thing I 
can do therefore is to dedicate this to their memory. 

My thanks are due to the Baptist Mission Press, with which it is a 
pleasure to work, and then to my pupils at the Allahabad University, Pandit 
Ksetresha Chandra Chattopadhyaya and Dr. TJmesha Mishra, for help of 
various kinds. 

An elaborate Introduction — I am unable, and unfit, to write. I have 
therefore noted a few interesting bits of information that I have been able 
to glean from the Bha?ya, relating to its Author. 


Residence . 


(a) On p. 74 (Text Vol. I) — under Su. 1. 3. 18. — Shabara speaks of the 

‘ Southerners ’ as * Dark-skinned, large-bodied and red-eyed ’ . 

( b ) Under su. 1. 3. 20. — he speaks of the ‘ Mathura ’ £ resident of, or 

bom at, Mathura ’. 

(c) Under su. 1. 3. 1. — the author appears to be familiar with details 

regarding the eating of parched rice ; he says — ‘ One should 
eat the parched Sastikd Rice with milk ; but if he eats parched 
Shall Rice, he Should pour curds over it ’ [ r of 

fafwr ]. 

(d) Under su. 2. 3. 3. — the author says — * Such usage would not be 

contrary to the usage of the Andhras ’ — On this Kumarila 
comments that what the Bha§ya refers to is the usage of the 
Dra vidas ; who have been spoken of as 1 Andhra', because 
- both the peoples belong to the South. 

(e) Under su. 9. 2. 61. and in one or two other places also, the author 

uses the expression c Prom the Himalaya down to Kumari 
(in the sense of throughout the country). 

(f) Under su. 10. 6. 43. the author says * Dirghaih keshdih shobhano 

devadattah \ 

From the above data, no definite conclusion can be deduced. Bub if 
Rumania’s remarks (under (d) above) are relied upon, Shabara would 
appear to be more conversant with the North than with the South ; — and (/) 
also may be taken as indicating greater familiarity with the extreme North, 
where long hair ^ was worn. Did he belong to Kashmir or to the further 
West — TaksashUd t 
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Time . 

Under 6. 1. 12. Shabara quotes the well-known verse of the Manusmriti — 
3^9 f^STT-* V*T % | 

It 

introducing it with the words — ysr ^ . This would make the author 

posterior — by a long way — to the great Law-giver. 

We have not been able to find anything more definite than this in 
Shabara’ s own work — relating to his time. 

He is believed to have been a contemporary of the Great ‘ Vikramaditya 5 ; 
In fact, an old-standing tradition among Pandits would make him the king’s 
father— 

ktstt few: i 

srra^sr iwV 

V arahamihira, I am told, has now been definitely assigned to the 4th 
century A.D. ; the personality of “ Vikramaditya ” is still shrouded in 
mystery j — it would not be far wrong to conclude therefore that Shabara lived 
before the 4th century A.D. This would fit in with his posteriority to 
“ Bhagavan Upavar$ah ”, and priority to Prabhakara, Kumarila and 
S hankarachar y a. 

Works. 

No other work by Shabara is known, except this Bhdsya on the Mxmdnsd- 
Sutras ; but even so, in the body of this Bha§ya itself, we find distinct mention 
of another work named ‘ Sankarsa \ The expression — ‘ SariJcar§e vak?yati- 
vakqyate ’ — * this will be explained in the Sankarsa’ — is found in two places : — 
(1) under Su. 10. 4. 32. and (2) under Su. 12. 2. 11. 

Now, we have to see what this ' Sankarsa ’ is. In the year 1894, 
Mahamahopadhyaya Kama-mishra Shastri brought out an edition of the 
* 3afikar§a-Kandam in the ‘Pandit’ of Benares, which purports to be a 
comparatively modem commentary (written perhaps in the 17th century) 
on Adhyayas XIII, XIV, XV and XVI of Jaimini’s Sutras, written by one 
Bhaskara-Bhatta*,' and known as ‘ Bhdttachandrikd ’. From this the name 
' SaiMcarsa ’ would appear to stand for the ‘supplement ’ to Jaimini’s Sutras, 
which are popularly known to contain only twelve adhyayas. At the time 
that the ‘ Sankarga-Karylam ’ was published, there was a general suspicion 
that the work was a spurious one ; though references to the name were found 
in Ramanuja’s Shrl-Bha§ya (3. 3.). It was felt that the Sutras, under the 
Karula - — if Jaimini wrote them — could not have been left uncommented 
upon by Shabara and other writers. After the lapse of these 40 years, that 
Suspicion appears to have been dispelled ; at least, so far as the existence of 
i work of the name of ‘ S'cwkarm ’ is concerned, which Shabara knew of, 
Ur\cL commented upon. ‘ 
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On looking into the published Sankarsa -Kdnda, we find that what Shabara 
refers to in the first point of reference under 10. 4. 32. actually appears in 
the work under Su. 14. 4. 20. (page 65). Shabara has said under 10. 4. 32.— 

and in the Sankarsa-Kanda, in 
14. 4. 20.) we find the words . There does not 

appear to be much doubt as to the identity of the two references. The 
second point of Shabara’s reference is under Sutra 12. 2. 11., where we read 
NT NW Nit tfh NWN . In the Sankar§a-Kanda, the 

only relevant passage appears under Su. 13. 1. 11. But the identity of the 
two references, is not equally clear. — There thus can be no doubt that there 
is a section (of Jaimini’s Sutras, perhaps) under the name of ‘ Sankarsa ’, 
and that it has been commented upon by Shabara. Here is an interesting 
point- of investigation for manuscript -hunters and researchers. 

Interesting Points. 

(a) Under Su. 5. 1. 20., we have some sort of an indication of the 

nature of the daily meals: (1) Morning — Apupa, cakes; (2) 
midday — various kinds of food, ‘mixed food’ ; (3) afternoon — 
Modaka, sweets. Apparently there was no evening meal. 

(b) Under Su. 6. 1. 4., Shabara speaks of ‘ Dogs fasting on the fourteenth 

day of the month, and kites fasting on the eighth day \ 

(c) Under Su. 9. 1. 41., Shabara speaks of theMimamsaka’s ‘Siddhanta ’ 

as ‘not liked by the Ydjnikas \ — The difference of opinion 
between theory and practice seems to have already set in at 
that early age. 

(d) Under Su. 10. 3. 44., Shabara speaks of spN apt*. NW NINUN . . . . — 

Where we have an echo of the Vaisheijika ‘ Paddrthas ’. 

(e) Under Su. 10. 3. 45., three kinds of ‘wages ’ are mentioned: (1) 

NnvTUFP * (2) (3) WTOF . Does the last stand for 

* thanks ’ ? . 

(/) Under Su. 7. 1. 4., we find the expression WTNt WTN:, instead of 
the well-known irjpTNt . 

(g) Medicinal prescriptions — 

(1) Bor eye-disease, eat Bice with Miid|a pufeg, 

—under Su. 7. 1. 8. 

(2) For stomach-disease, milk, or ewe’s milk, or milk efi 

Bel-fruit (different readings) — under the suirte 

Sutri. 


During the last several centuries,— at least, from the time that the 
several ‘ Darshanasangrahas ’ began to be compiled, people have written 
and talked of the 'gat darshana’, the ‘six systems of Philosophy’.— 
These six ‘ systems of Philosophy (Indian) have been declared to be — , 
(1) J-.Sdnkhya ’, '(2) ‘ Yoga ’, (3) ‘ Nyaya ’, (4) Vaishesika ’, (5) ‘ Mimdmsa \ 
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and (6) ‘ Vedanta — Such has been the long-established tradition. As a 
matter of fact, however, one would not be far wrong in saying that there 
are only three ‘ systems and each ‘ system * is presented to us in the form 
of three ‘ pairs — each member of the pair being ‘ complementary 5 of the 
other. 

For instance, ‘ Sankhya ’ and * Yoga ’ form one pair, — the theoretical 
‘philosophy’ being supplied by the former and the practical method of 
realising these ‘philosophical’ truths being taught by the latter; it is for 
this reason that in the older literature both these systems bore the common 
name of * Sankhya * ; but later on, when people began— and wrongly began — 
to separate the two, the former came to be designated as ‘ N irishvara-Sarikhya ’ 

‘ Sankhya without God ’ — on the ground that the * Sankhya ’ texts do not 
posit an ' Ishvara \ — and the latter as ‘ Seshvara-Sdhkhya ’ (SdhJchya with 
God)— on the ground that the Yoga-sutras do posit an Ishvara, even though ' 
only for the purposes of worship and meditation. 

The case of * Nydya ’ and ‘ Vaishe$ika ’ . is somewhat different. The 
Sutras of both ‘ systems ’ contain * philosophical ’ matter ; though e en 
here muoh of the ■ philosophical ’ factor has been borrowed from, or taken for 
granted as expounded by, the sister system; and the Nydya-bha$ya has 
declared that such of the Vaishesika doctrines as are not actually denied 
in Nydya should be taken to be accepted by the latter, [vide — Bha$ya on 
Nyayasutra 1. 1. 4]. The avowed aim also of the Sutras of Nydya appears 
to be the propounding qf a scheme of investigation and discussion regarding 
the truths of philosophy ; as in their opinion, any knowledge acquired by 
other methods remains shaky until it is confirmed by such investigation. 
Thus there is sufficient reason for regarding the Nydya and Vaisegika also 
. as complementary. 

■ j Lastly as regards * Mlmdmsd ’ and ‘ Vedanta ’, there has never been 
any justification for regarding them as two distinct • Systems ’. They have 
been always known as i Purvd\ (Preliminary) Mlmdmsd and ‘ Uttar a ’ 
(Final) Mlmdmsd. The Purva-Mimdmsa has never claimed to be a ‘ darshana, 
a ‘system of philosophy ’ ; in fact, so far as the Sutra is concerned, it does 
not take note of any philosophical ’ topic. If the later commentators have 
introduced such topics as the ‘soul’ and the ‘ Apurva it is only as 
corollary to its main and one topic of ‘ Dharma \ If there is no ‘ Apurva ’ 
and if there i’s no ‘ soul there can be no point in understanding or perform- 
ing Dharma, one’s Duty; hence these have been set forth ; the ‘ Soul ’ has 
been specially emphasised ; but simply asserted ; and the earlier writers have 
deliberately referred the student to the sister-system for detailed information. 
Says Kumdrila&t the end of the Atma-vdda section of the Shlokavdrtika ~- 1 ~ 

wrt% 11 

That is— ‘ with a view to set aside Atheism (which in Indian Philosophy 
stands for the view that “ There is no soul, there is no region other than 
the physical earth”), the author of the Bhdpya has asserted the existence 
p|;the Soul on the basis of reasons; the knowledge of this (Soul) attains 
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confirmation by the study of the Vedanta Here ‘ Vedanta ’ evidently 
stands for the Upanisads and their study incorporated in the Brahmasutms. 

We are alive to the fact that later on differences between the two systems 
cropped up regarding small details ; but there has never arisen any con- 
troversy on the main issues. The Vedanta finds its ultimate sanction in 
the Veclie texts, and as regards the authority of the Vedas, it accepts the 
conclusions of the sister -system. For all practical purposes, tl. ? Vedantin 
accepts the tenets of the Mlmamsa ; — hence the saying 6 Vyava. dre bhatta.- 
nayah ' current among writers on Vedanta. 

The above facts also account for the designation of Mimansd proper as 
• Purva ’ and of that of the Vedanta as ‘ Uttara \ For the enquiry into 
Brahman — ! Brahmaj ijndsd \ — and this enquiry can be carried on only on 
the basis of Vedic texts, — it is necessary that the authority and reliability 
of the Veda should he established beyond doubt, and then, that certain 
methods of interpreting those texts should be elaborated, in order to prevent 
confusion in course of the study’ of the vast mass of Vedic material. These 
two requirements have been met* by Mlmamsa proper ; and on the basis 
of this 1 Purva? \ Preliminary, Mlmamsa,, the Vedantin has raised his edifice 
of Vedanta proper, called on that account the f Uttara Final, Mlmamsa. 
And it is interesting to note that on the subject of MoJcsa, the final aim of 
man, the views of the great Mlmdmsaka do not differ much from the 
orthodox ‘ Vedanta ’ view. 

Of course, one cannot be blind to the fact that among the later con- 
troversies, this ‘ brotherhood ’ (or ‘sisterhood’) was lost sight of, and 
greater stress began to be laid upon differences regarding non-essentials 
than on agreements regarding essentials. 

This is how the idea of the ‘ Six Systems of Indian Philosophy ’ came to 
be evolved. This also is the reason why there is practically ho ‘ philosophical ’ 
topic discussed by Jaimini in his Sutras. — Having propounded the subject 
of his enquiry, Dharma (Sfitras),— he provides a definition of this Dharma 
as ‘ what the Veda enjoins as beneficial ’ ( Sutra 2), — it explains why the 
ordinary means of Cognition, Perception, Inference and the rest, cannot be 
of much use in this connection (SH 4),— and how word (Verbal Authority) 
can be the only infallible guide in this matter (Su. 5) - he then explains in 
the rest of the first Pada, how and why the Veda is to be accepted as an 
infallible source of knowledge ; — this is followed, in the rest of Adhydya I, 
by a detailed examination of the question as to which portions of the 
Veda are to be regarded as actually laying down what should be done or 
what should not be done. Having thus cleared the ground in the first 
Adhydya, he proceeds in the remaining eleven Adhyayas to set forth in 
detail the methods of interpreting Vedic texts. 

Unfortunately for modern Hindus, the examples that Jaimini chose for 
illustrating his rules of interpretation were all from sacrificial Rituals. 
Naturally during his time, every Brahmana was familiar with these Rituals, 
and hence they were regarded as providing most suitable illustrative examples. 
Latterly, however. Sacrificial Ritual has gradually all but disappeared from 
the life of the Hindus ; and this has led to the neglect of the study of the 
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Mimamsa-shdstra. • Even so, it continues to be recognised that the rules 
that Jai mini evolved are still found useful in the interpretation of Law- 
texts ; and they have been so widely used that there is no important Legal 
Digest which does not draw upon the ‘ Nyayas * of Jaimini. One of these 
‘ Nyayas \ — rather the misunderstanding of it — has altered the whole trend 
of the Law of Adoption in Bombay, even in our own day. [See Preface to 
the writer’s ‘Hindu Law in its Sources’, Vol. II]. 

It is hoped the translation now placed before the public will go some 
way towards the dispelling of certain misconceptions ’hat have gained 
ground in the learned legal world of the present day. I know this hope is 
much too extravagant. But who knows ? 
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ADHYAYA IX. 

PADA I. 

Adhikarana (1) : At the Agnihotra and other sacrifices, 

the Details are prompted by, — laid down for the 
purpose of accomplishing — the ‘ Apurva *, 
Transcendental Result. 

SUTRA fl). 

That which is the objective of the Sacrifice is the principal 
factor; as that is what is enjoined ; hence the 

EMBELLISHMENT OF THE SUBSTANCES MUST BE REGARDED 
AS PROMPTED BY. THAT ; SPECIALLY BECAUSE IT 
IS MEANT FOR THAT PURPOSE. 

Ekasya. 

In the Eighth Discourse we have finished the consideration of particular 
cases of Transference of details; we are now going to deal with cases of 
‘ Uha ‘Modification’, (of Details).— 1 Modification 1 is of three kinds— as 
bearing upon (i) the Mantra, (2) the Sdman, and (3) the SarhsTcara (Em- 
bellishment). — -It is this Modification that will be the main subject of 
consideration (in this, the Ninth Discourse), though other subjects also 
are going to be dealt with, some by way of Introduction and others as 
arising out of the main theme. 

[We have seen that in several cases, the Details of one sacrifice are transferred 
to another sacrifice. In some cases, it so happens that the particular detail so 
transferred does not quite fit in with the other details of the sacrifice to which 
it has been transferred. In this case therefore, the detail transferred is ‘ modified ’ 
to suit the exigencies of the sacrifice to which it has been transferred. It is this 
‘modification ’ that is going to be dealt with in Discourse IX.] 


(A) [First Explanation.] 

As a necessary preliminary to the Discourse, what we have to consider 
first of all is the following matter, in regard to the Agnihotra, the Da/rsho- 
Purruxmdsa and the Jyotistoma, in connection with which separate details 
have been prescribed. — In regard to these the question that has to be 
considered is— Are these Details prompted by (performed for the purpose 
of accomplishing) the Transcendental Result, — or by the Sacrificial Act 1 — 
If they are prompted by the Transcendental Result, then alone can 
Modification be possible ; if, on the other hand, they are prompted by the 


1418 


SHABARA-BHASYA : 

Sacrificial Act, then there would be a commixture of the Details. — 11 How 
so ? ” — All sacrifices are sacrificial acts ; — hence when any Details are 
enjoined in reference to the genus ■ sacrifice which is what is denoted by 
the root ‘ to sacrifice \ — they naturally appertain to all sacrifices [if the 
details are prompted by the Sacrificial Act] ; [so that in this case there would 
be no justification for any ‘ modification if, on the other hand, the 
Details are prompted by the Transcendental Result, then, as each sacrifice 
leads to a distinct Transcendental Result, the Details laid down in con- 
nection with a specific Transcendental Result, could become connected 
with another such Result only in a specific form; lienee in this ease, 

* Modification ’ would be possible (and necessary). 

[A preblminm-y objection is raised] — “ All this has been already discussed 
and finally settled in Discourse VII {Adhikarcma I of Pada I) ”, 

Answer— -That same conclusion is again recalled here for the purpose 
of introducing the following discussions. — Or, the present discussion may be 
taken as meant for explaining things not already explained on the previous 
occasion. — - 

" What is that thing ? ” 

It is this — that the Embellishment of the substances must be regarded as 
prompted by that, specially because it is all meant for that purpose. — For one 
who is going to expound ‘ Modification \ the assertion of this fact is 
necessary because it is only thus that Modification is possible ; this fact 
was not asserted on the previous occasion (in Discourse VII), as there was 
no need for it there ; all that was considered there was the question whether 
the Details were restricted to each Context — or were they all to be employed 
in all cases? — The consideration of this question would be possible in 
* both cases — i.e. if the details are prompted by the Transcendental Result, 
as also if they are prompted by the Sacrificial Act but it could not be 
so if the Embellishment of substances were for the purposes of the Trans- 
cendental Result ; — and it is this latter fact that is established here -on 
the previous occasion, the fact of the Details being prompted by the Trans- 
cendental Result, — even though not mentioned in the Sutra, — had been 
taken up for the purpose of facilitating the business of discussion.— Thus 
then there is no needless repetition here (of what has already gone under 
Discourse VII). 


(B) [Second Explanation.] ' 

Or, what we are going to discuss later on is a totally different question : 
— Are the details contingent upon the sacrificial act, but prompted by the 
Transcendental Result ? — Or are they both contingent upon, and prompted 
by, the Transcendental Result ? — And for the present, we are only con- 
sidering the question whether the Details are prompted by the Transcendental 
Result or by the Sacrificial Act ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is that — “ the Details are 
prompted by the Sacrificial Act ; — why so ? — because it is with the term 
‘to sacrifice’ that the entire Procedure is correlated, — the meaning of the 
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injunctions being — ‘ In this manner should the sacrificial act be performed ’ 
or ‘ such and such a result should be brought about by the Sacrificial Act 
performed in such and such a manner 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta : — That which is 
the objective of the act denoted by the root ‘ to sacrifice ’ (i.e. the Sacrificial 
Act) is the principal factor ; it is that which is enjoined as to be accomplished 
(by the Sacrifice) ; and the Procedure should appertain to that which is 
meant to be accomplished (by the Act). — It has been argued that — “ the 
details are correlated with the root ‘ to sacrifice ' — Our answer to this 

is as follows : — Whatever Embellishment is there — in the substances, as also 
in the Sacrificial Act, — must be regarded as prompted by that, — i.e. prompted 
by the Transcendental Result (to be accomplished by means of the Act of 
Sacrifice), because it — the Sacrificial Act— is meant for that purpose; the 
substances also are related to the Details only as related to the 
Transcendental Result, — -not on their own account. Because there is no 
mutual need between the Details and what is denoted by the root (‘ to 
sacrifice ’) ; it is by what is denoted by the affix ( Injunctive ) that the Procedure 
is needed,— the form of the requirement being — ‘ in what manner is the 
Desired Result to . be accomplished ? — and not ‘ what is the form of the 
Sacrifice ? ’—From this it follows that the Procedure should be connected 
with that which is meant to be accomplished; and it is the Transcendental 
Result that is meant to be accomplished ; — hence the Details should be taken 
as prompted by the Transcendental Result. 


(C) [Third Explanation.] 

In regard to the same instances, we proceed to discuss the question — 
Are the Details contingent upon the Sacrificial Act, and prompted by the 
Transcendental Result ? Or are they both contingent upon, and prompted 
by, the Transcendental Result 1 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as 'follows : — “ The Details 
are contingent upon the Sacrificial Act, and prompted t by the Transcendental 
Result ? — Why so ?— Because nothing can be contingent upon, as well 
as prompted by, the same thing ; the Prompter of the Details is that for the 
purpose whereof they are performed; and their Contingent Cause is that 
during whose existence they are performed ; — and one and the same word 
cannot express the idea that ‘the details are performed for the purpose of 
the Transcendental Result \ as also the idea that * they exist while the 
Transcendental Result exists ’ ; in fact the words expressive of the Details 
being for the purpose of the Transcendental Result would be entirely different 
from those expressive of them as existing while the Transcendental Result 
exists. — On the other hand, if the Details are taken as contingent upon the 
Sacrificial Act, then there is the verbal expression ‘ The Result should be 
accomplished by means of the sacrifice in such and such a manner (by 
'adopting these details)’; which means that when the sacrifice is there, 
then the Details help in the accomplishment of the Transcendental Result, — 
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but if the sacrifice is not there, then they do not render any such help. — From 
this it follows that the Details are contingent upon the Sacrificial Act, but 
prompted by the Transcendental Result.” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta : — That, which 
is the objective of the sacrifice is the principal factor, — i.e. that which is meant 
to be accomplished by means of the Sacrificial Act because that is what 
is enjoined as leading to the desired result ; — hence all the embellishment 
that there is — in connection with the Sacrificial Act and the substances 
appertaining thereto, — should be regarded as prompted by the Transcendental 
Besidt ; because all those embellishments are performed with the view that 
they are conducive to that Result ; and they are not concerned with the 
accomplishment of the Sacrifice ; in fact, in the • entire body of texts laying 
down the act, the Embellishments are correlated with what is denoted 
by the (Injunctive) affix ; as it is this latter, and not what is denoted by the 
verbal root, that stands in need of such correlation. — From this it follows 
that the Details are contingent upon, as well as prompted by, the 
Transcendental Result. 

It has been argued that “ it is not possible for the Transcendental 
Result to be the Prompter as well as the Contingent Came, as the verbal 
expression in the two cases must be entirely different ”. — Our answer to 
this is as follows : — That the Transcendental Result is the prompter of the 
Details is what is declared in the scriptural texts themselves ; as for the, 
fact of its being also the contingent cause, that is not expressed directly 
by the words of the text ; but it follows from the generally recognised fact 
that when one thing is prompted by another, the latter is also the contingent 
cause of the former ; for instance, the Garden is the prompter as well as the 
contingent cause of the payment of the wages to the Gardener : because 
it is only when the Garden is there that wages are paid to the Gardener ; arid 
the man is related to the wages for the purpose of maintaining the Garden. 

From all this it follows that it is the Transcendental Result that is the 
prompter as well as the contingent cause of the Details. 



Adhikarana (2):* 6 Proksana c Besprinkling \ is 
prompted by the Transcendental Result. 

SUTRA (2). 

{PlTRVAPAKSA] — “ THINGS THAT ARE DONE IN CONNECTION WITH AN 

‘Embellishment’ are for that purpose, and hence the 

DETAIL IN QUESTION SHOULD BE REGARDED AS PROMPTED 

by that (Embellishment).” 

Bhdsycu 

In connection with the Darsha -Burn amasa, we read- — ‘ One threshes 
the com with pestle and mortar that have been besprinkled ; one grinds it 
with the grinding slab and stone that have been besprinkled V 

In connection with this, there arises the question— Is the 1 besprinkling ’ 
prompted by the threshing and the grinding ? — Or by the Transcendental 
Result? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ The 
‘ besprinkling ’ which is done in connection with an ■ Embellishment ’ — in the 
form- of the ‘Threshing and Grinding’, — should be regarded as prompted by 
that ■ — i/e. by that Embellishment. — ‘ Threshing and Grinding being embellish- 
ments, how can the Besprinkling be regarded as prompted by them ? 
Because they are for that purpose ; as a matter of fact, one thing is said to 
be the ‘prompter’ of another when the latter serves to accomplish the 
former ; so that, if it is the Transcendental Result that is accomplished by 
the Besprinkling , then this Besprinkling should be regarded as prompted 
by the Transcendental Result ; but if it is the Threshing and Grinding that 
are accomplished by the Besprinkling , then the Besprinkling should be 
regarded as prompted by the Threshing and Grinding. — From the Context, 
it follows that it is the Transcendental Result that is accomplished by the 
Besprinkling , — -while from Syntactical Connection, it is clear that the 
Threshing and Grinding are accomplished by the Besprinkling ; — and 
Syntactical Connection is stronger in authority than Context. — [Hence it 
follows that the Besprinkling is prompted by Threshing and Grinding].^ 

.The following objection is raised against the Purvapaksa — ‘ The 
Besprinkling may be done at the Threshing and Grinding ; and it may yet 
serve the purpose of accomplishing the Transcendental Result [so that 
though it may be contingent upon the Threshing and Grinding, it would be 
prompted by the Transcendental Result]. In this way the Syntactical 
Connection and the Context, both would be honoured’. 

To this the Purvapaksin makes theTollowing answer — “ It is not possible 
to honour both (Syntactical Connection and Context). The mere fact 
of a certain tiling being mentioned in a certain context does not necessarily 
imply that that thing has been laid down for the sake of the subject-matter 
of the Context ; all that the fact of a thing mentioned in a certain Context 
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means is that it is syntactically connected with the subject-matter of the 
Context ; and it is from this Syntactical Connection that it follows that the 
thing is meant to serve the purposes of tliat subject-matter. [This is- what 
happens in regard to the relation between the Besprinkling and the 
Transcendental Result |. On the other hand, the Syntactical Connection of 
the Besprinkling is with the Threshing and Grinding which are directly 
perceptible (mentioned in the text) ; — this direct Syntactical Connection 
(of the Benprinhlihg, with the Threshing' and (/rinding) sets aside its indirect 
(inferred) Syntactical Connection with the subject-matter of the Context 
(i.e. Transcendental Result). Nor is it possible for the Besprinkling to he 
Syntactically connected with both (Transcendental Result and Threshing 
and (Jriwling) at one and the same time; because when it is syntactically 
connected with one, it has all ity requirements fulfilled through that, and 
hence there is no reason for connecting it with anything else.— Thus, no 
Syntactical Connection of the Besprinkling being possible .with the subject- 
matter of the Context, it cannot be held to serve the purpose of the 
Transcendental Result.” 



Objection to the Purvapakpa — 4 The Threshing and Grinding do certainly 
serve the purpose of accomplishing the - Transcendental Result; and as the 
Besprinkling subserves the purposes *of the Threshing and Grinding , it 
must be taken as helping the Transcendental Result \ 

The Purvapaksm answers — “It is true that the Besprinkling helps 
the Transcendental Result indirectly (mediately) ; but that does not make 
it 4 prompted by the Transcendental Result \ There are two kinds of 
subsidiaries that help a subsidiary — (1) that which is connected with a 
particular subsidiary on the ground that this subsidiary is peculiar to a 
certrain Transcendental Result, and (2) that which is connected with the 
subsidiary inherently on its own account, irrespectively of any connection 
with a Transcendental Result : — Now of these two kinds, that set of Details 
alone is regarded as 4 prompted by the Transcendental Result ’ which is 
connected with the particular subsidiary through its relationship to the 
Transcendental Result ; — and such a set of Details has to be 4 modified * 
in the Ectype or in other cases whore the subsidiary is used for the same 
purpose. In the other case, however, where the connection of the Detail 
rests upon the form of the subsidiary itself (independently of any 
Transcendental Result), — the Detail is regarded to be ‘prompted by itself ’. 
Even though, even in this latter case - , the subsidiary equipped with, the 
particular detail does bring about a Transcendental Result, yet the 
Transcendental Result, being thus accomplished, does not become the 
cause (the incentive, the prompter) of the employment of that Detail; that 
is, it is not by reason of the presence of the Transcendental Result by itself 
that the particular Detail is employed. — -In this latter case, either in the 
Retype or in any other thing, the Transcendental Result not beang there, 
there is no ‘modification \ — Such being the case, the right course can be 
determined only on the basis of Syntactical Connection ; that is, if the 
Syntactical Connection signifies that the Transcendental Result is the cause 
(of the Employment of the Detail), then that Detail has to be regarded as 
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‘ prompted by the Transcendental Result ’ ; if it signifies that the subsidiary 
itself is the cause of the employment of the Detail, then that Detail has 
to be regarded as ‘ prompted by the subsidiary \ — It has been already 
pointed out that, in the case in question, the idea of the detail being 
prompted by the Transcendental Result is based upon Context, while that 
of its being prompted by the subsidiary itself is based on Syntactical 
Connection. — Hence it follows that the Besprinkling is prompted by 
Threshing and Grinding, and that whenever there are Threshing and 
Grinding, they have to be accompanied by Besprinkling .” 

SUTRA (3). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, the relationship of the Detail in 

QUESTION WITH THAT THING IS DUE TO ITS CONNECTION WITH 

the ‘Sacrifice’; hence the Detail should be 

REGARDED AS PROMPTED BY THE ‘ SACRIFICE ’ ; 

SPECIALLY BECAUSE THE EMBELLISHMENT IS 
FOR THAT PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

The particle ‘ tu 1 (‘ in reality ’) implies the rejection of the Purmpaksa. 

It is not true that the Besprinkling is prompted by Threshing and 
Grinding. In fact, it is because there is connection between * that thing 
i.e. Threshing or Grinding, — with the Transcendental Result, — that the 
former is related to the Besprinkling ; that is, the connection between the 
Treshing -Grinding and the Embellishment of Besprinkling is brought 
about through the accomplishment of a particular Transcendental Result, — 
and not through the Threshing -Grinding itself. — Why ’—Because the 
Threshing and Grinding by themselves serve no useful purpose ; hence if the 
Besprinkling were prompted by them, that also would be useless. Hence the 
Besprinkling cannot be regarded as prompted by Threshing and Grinding . 

Objection — “The Threshing and Grinding are helpful to the Trans- 
cendental Result ,• they jar© not useless.” 

Answer— [According to the Purmpaksa ] there is no connection between 
the Besprinkling and the Transcendental Result ; in fact (under this view), 
even if the Besprinkling were not dofte, the Threshing and Grinding would 
not fail in bringing about the Transcendental Result. So that, even though 
the Threshing and Grinding were helpful to the Transcendental Result, 
the Besprinkling connected with those two would serve no useful purpose. 

Opponent — “ That purpose for which the Threshing and Grinding are 
done can be accomplished by these two when they are connected with 
the Besprinkling, not otherwise. [In this way, the Besprinkling serves a 
most useful purpose.]” 

Answer — There is no scriptural text declaring that this is so. 

Opponent — “This same text that we are considering declares this. — How ? 
— It says that — ‘ One threshes the com with the pestle and mortar that have 
been besprinkled ; one grinds the corn with the grinding slab and stone 
that have been washed ’ ; — this clearly means that ‘what is done by the 
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Threshing and the Grinding is done by them as connected with 
Besprinkling ’ ; and thus the Besprinkling is really connected with what is 
brought about by the Threshing and Grinding, — not with these ”. 

Answer — It is not so. If it is true that what is brought about by the 
Threshing and Grinding becomes connected with Besprinkling,— 'them there 
can be no connection of the Besprinkling with that thing at all. Because 
that thing is brought about by the Threshing and Grinding ; what then is 
there that would be brought about by the Besprinkling ? — If the connection 
were meant to be that “ the Transcendental Result is brought about by the 
besprinkled (implements, Pestle, etc.) ”. — in that case it could not b« said 
to be brought about by the Threshing or the Grinding. ~~ If it be urged that 
“ the connection of these two also is asserted (to be what brings about the 
Transcendental Result)”, — then the assertion of several connections would 
lead to syntactical split.— Thus then, we conclude that, inasmuch as by 
being connected with the Threshing and the Grinding , the Besprinkling would 
become useless, it must be taken to be connected with the Transcendental 
Result, on the basis of Context . 

Opponent — “ In that case, there would be no connection with the 
Threshing and Grinding .” 

There would certainly be connection with them, we reply. — “How ? ” — 
In the case in question, when the man proceeds to do the Threshing, there 
are two results accomplished — (1 ) the act of Threshing itself, and (2) the 
preparation of the Rice ; and indirectly there comes about the accomplish- 
ment of a peculiar Transcendental Result ; because the preparation of the 
Rice Is a help rendered to the Transcendental Result, — and this help is 
meant to he rendered by the act of Threshing ; and thus the Besprinkling 
comes to be connected with it (but indirectly). — Though it is true that, if 
tKe Besprinkling is connected with the act of Threshing itself, such connection 
would he ode that is directly asserted ; but in that case it would become 
useless (as explained above) ; hence we have recourse to the indirect 
connection; specially because such Indirect Indication is something 
perceptible and as such more reasonable than the assumption of something 
entirely imperceptible. In fact, the Threshing is not an indirect subsidiary 
bringing about the Transcendental Result ; the help that it renders (by 
preparing the Rice) is a perceptible one, and, through some invisible capacity* 
it renders that help in the right manner. Even if the Besprinkling did 
bring about the Transcendental Result, in so far as it would be connected 
with mere Threshing, and not with any kind of benefit rendered by itself, — - 
it would serve no useful purpose at alk Hence the Besprinkling should be 
taken as connected with a particular benefit through the act of Threshing. 
It is for tins reason that even when an act other than Threshing serves 
the same purpose as the Threshing, — it takes the Besprinkling ; for instance, 
in the case where the rice is prepared by tearing away the husks with nails, 
— where the Besprinkling is done to the nails. 

From all this it follows that all details like Besprinkling are prompted 
by the Transcendental Result. 



'"A^hikarana (3) : (Represented by another interpretation 
of Sutras 2 and 3). 

The varying degrees of tone or fitch — High and Low 
are prompted by the Subsidiary Transcendental 
Result. 

Bhdsya . 

The two Sutras 2 and 3 may be taken as embodying the following 
Adhilcarana : — 

there is the Jyotistoma sacrifice ; in connection with that, it is laid 
down — ‘At the Diksaniyd sacrifice, one should recite with as much voice 
as one* likes, — at the Prdyaniyd, with low voice, — at the Mithyd, with still 
lower voice, — at the TJpasads, silently \ 

In regard to this, there arises the following question Are all these 
details (regarding the Pitch of Voice) prompted by (to be adopted for the 
purpose of bringing about) the Final Main Transcendental Result (of the 
Jyotistoma) ? Or by the subsidiary Transcendental Results of the Diksaniyd 
and other subsidiary sacrifices ? . ‘ 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view (embodied in Sutra 2) is as 
follows :— “ The Det ail in question is used in connection with the subsidiary 
Transcendental Result of the Diksaniyd and other subsidiary sacrifices, 
but 1 this Transcendental Result only serves as an e Embellishment ’ of 
the Main Final Transcendental Result (of the Jyotistoma ); — from this it 
follows that the said Detail subserves the purposes of this Final Trans- 
cendental Result ; — and this shows that the Diksaniyd and the other 
subsidiary sacrifices also only subserve the purpose of that Final Result; 
specially because it is only the Final Result that brings the fruit of the 
Sacrifice, — and it is this Fruit which is understood to be what is to be accom- 
plished by means of the Sacrifice ; this cannot be said of the subsidiary 
Transcendental Result, which brings no fruit at all 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhanta (embodied in Sutra 
3) — It is because the Final Transcendental Result is related to 'that thing’— 
i.e. the set of subsidiary 'sacrifices, Diksaniyd and the rest,— --that Details 
like those under consideration become connected with that Result. 
From this it follows that details like these are prompted by the subsidiary 
sacrifices. In this sense we would have the Direct Assertion of the Vedic 
Text ; while in the other sense, recourse would be necessary to indirect 
figurative interpretation. — Nor is the Transcendental Result of the 
Diksaniyd and other subsidiary sacrifices entirely useless ; it actually helps 
the Jyotistoma sacrifice. As a matter of fact, the subsidiary Transcendental 
Result of the Prdyaryiyd and other subsidiary sacrifices would never be accom- 
plished without some such Detail as that under consideration, — as in the 
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case of the act of Threshing and Grinding (in the foregoing Adhikarana ). 
— It might be argued that — “ this subsidiary Transcendental Result would 
come about without any such Detail ”. — But that is not possible. — Why ? — 
Because that Transcendental Result also is cognised only by means of the 
Vedic Word; in fact, before the Vedic Text appears, the fact that ‘there is 
such a thing as the Transcendental Result in question ’ is not known by 
any other means of cognition ; — hence in matters like these, which are 
amenable to only one means of Cognition in the shape of the Vedic Word, 
we have to accept as true what that word says ; — and in the case in question 
the Vedic Word clearly asserts that the Detail in question is helpful to 
the subsidiary Transcendental Result of the Prdyaniyd and other subsidiary 
sacrifices,— and not to the Main Final Transcendental Result. — On the 
strength of the same Vedic Word, it also follows that the subsidiary 
Transcendental Result continues to exist undiminished and intact ’ until the 
accomplishment of the Final Main Transcendental Result*,' so that the 
Detail subsisting in it will not pass on to the Final Result ; and yet even 
so, it serves a useful purpose.— From all this it follows that Details like 
those in question are -prompted by the subsidiary Transcendental Results. 

Question — “ What is the purpose served by all this discussion ? What 
happens if either the Purvapaksa or the Siddhanta view is accepted ? ” 

Answer - — In connection with the Ashvamedha sacrifice, we read — ‘ The 
Tmidhataviyd takes the place of the Diksaniya ’ ; — now if the details relating 
to the Pitch were prompted by the Final Transcendental Result (as held 
by the Purvapaksa), — then, as tied down to that Result, the detail laid down 
in connection- with the Diksaniya, would have to be adopted at the Traidhd - 
tavdyd which takes the place of the Diksaniya, ; — if, on the other hand, the 
detail in question were prompted by the subsidiary Transcendental Result 
of the A gni - V imu-offering, — then, inasmuch as the Final Transcendental 
Result would not be the Transcendental Result of the Agni- Visnu-offering,. 
— the Transcendental Result of the Traidhataviya, would not become con- 
nected with the Detail in question. 


Adhikarana (4) : Details relating to the ‘ Fruit * and the 

‘ Deity * are prompted by the Transcendental 
Result. 

SUTRA (4). 

[Purvapaksa] — “ The Fruit and the Deity also [have the 

CHARACTER OF BEING THE PROMPTER OP DETAILS].” 



There are the Darsha-Purnamasa sacrifices laid down in the text — 
‘ Desiring Heaven, one should perform the Darsha-Purnamasa sacrifices ’. 
In connection with these we find a certain detail connected with the 
‘Fruit’, as also one connected with the Deity; for instance, the Detail 
connected with the Fruit (Heaven) is the Mantra, 1 Aganma svafy, etc. ’, 
and the Detail connected with the Deity (Agni) is the Mantra, ‘ Agnerujjiti 
— manujjesam, etc.’ 

In regard to these details, there arises the question — Is Heaven the 
prompter of the act (reciting of the Mantra) which is connected with 
Heaven ? and Agni and other deities are the prompter of the act (reciting 
of the Mantra) which is connected with those deities ? — Or in both cases, 
the act is prompted by the Transcendental Result ? — -If the first mantra is 
construed to mean that * We have reached Heaven \ and the second mantra 
to mean that ‘We have passed over the glories of Agni, etc. — then the 
act would be regarded as prompted by Heaven and by Agni, etc. — on the 
other hand, if the first mantra is construed to mean that ‘We have obtained 
the fruit of the Daraha-Purnamasa ’, and the second mantra to mean that 
‘We have passed over the glories of the deities of the DarsJm-Purtmmdsa ’, 
—then the act would be regarded as prompted by the Transcendental 
' Result, : 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ The act in 
question should be regarded as prompted by Hearten and by Agni, etc. — 
Why ? — Beeause of ’ the force of the mantra- text ; that is, it is understood 
that that should be declared (to be the prompter) Which is spoken of by the 
Mantra ; — and the Mantra directly speaks of Heaven and of Agni, etc., 
and it is only by indirect indication that it can speak pf the Fruit and 
Deities of the Darsha -Purnximasa. — Hence it follows that the Detail in 
question must be taken as prompted by the Fruit and the Deities spoken 
of by the Mantras — i.e. Heaven and Agni, etc.” 
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SUTRA (5). 

[Siddhanta]— Not s.o ; by reason of the Injunction, it is 

SUBSERVIENT TO THE TRANSCENDENTAL RESULT. 



It is not true that the Detail in question is prompted by the Fruit and 
the Deities ; as a matter of fact, by reason of the Injunction , it should be 
subservient to the Transcendental Result ; that which is enjoined as bringing 
about the Fruit is what is connected with the Details of Procedure ; it is 
the Transcendental Result, — and not Heaven or Agni and other Deities, 
that is enjoined as bringing about the Fruit ; so that, if the reciting of the 
Mantras were for the sake of Heaven or the Deities, it 'vfould have to be 
taken as serving some invisible purpose, and that too, through indirect 
indication ; — on the other hand, if the mention of the Fruit and the Deities 
be taken as subservient to the Transcendental Result, then a visible purpose 
becomes served, through the encouragement (that is afforded to the 
Performer). And when according to this latter view, a visible purpose is 
found to be served, it cannot be right to assume a Transcendental Result as 
proceeding from the assertion of the Heaven, or of Agni and other deities. The 
Fruit and the Deities being accepted by both parties to be expressed by the 
words of the Mantras , there is no indirect indication, so far as those are 
concerned. — From all this it follows that Details like those under considera- 
tion are prompted by the Transcendental Result. 

Question — “ What is the use of all this discussion ? ” 

Answer — According to the Purvapaksa view, at the Saurya-s&crifice, 
the Mantra should be used without any modification ; while in accordance 
with the Siddhanta, the Mantra should be modified into the form * Aganma 
brahmavarchasam 9 (in place of 1 aganma svah'), and ‘ Suryasyojjitim, etc.' 
(in place of ‘ Agnerujjitim, etc. 9 ). 

As regards the Deity, we have the following Adhikaraim. 


Adhikakana (5) : DevatddhiJcarana : Details are not 
prompted by the Deity . 

SUTRA (6). 

[POrvafaksa — continued T| — “The Deity should be taken as 

PROMPTING (THE DETAILS OF SACRIFICE), BECAUSE THE FEEDING 
IS FOB THE SAKE OF THE DEITY,— AS IN THE CASE 

of the Guest.” 

Bhasya. 

[The Purvapaksa starts off with objecting to the Siddhdnta of the 
preceding Adhikarana, so far as the Deities are concerned] — “ It is not 
true that Agni and other deities are not prompters of details ; as a matter 
of fact, all the deities should be taken as prompting all the details. — How ? — 
Became the feeding is for the sake of the Deity ; what is called a ‘ Sacrifice ’ 
is only the feeding of the Deity ; what is done at it is that an eatable 
substance is offered to the Deity ; apparently the sacrifice is found to be 
declared as an act of giving (offering), of which the Deity is the recipient ; 
fl.nd such a recipient is more desired even than the objective which has been 
defined as ‘ the most desired ’ ; hence the Deity cannot be regarded as a 
subordinate factor (as asserted in Su. 5) ; on the contrary, the substance 
and the act (of offering) are subordinate to the Deity. — Then again, the 
sacrifice is a form of worship of the Deity ; and in ordinary life, we find 
that the act of worship is always subordinate to the object worshipped. — 
The case in question should be treated like that of guests ; that is to say, 
whatever service is rendered to the Guest is regarded as prompted by the 
Guest ; similarly in the case in question, whatever is done in course of a 
sacrificial offering to the Deities should be taken as prompted by those 
deities].” . 

Says the Purvapaksirf s Opponent — ‘ By arguing as you do, you admit 
that the Deity has a material body and also actually eats (the offerings) \ 
The Purvapaksin answers — “Certainly, the Deity has a material 
body and also eats (what is offered). — ‘How so ? ’ — (a) Because of the 
Smrti-text, — (6) because of Custom, and — (c) because of the Indicative Texts. 
— (a) The Smrti-texts clearly declare that the Deity has a material body, 
and we regard Smrti-texts to be authoritative; — (6) then again, it is 
customary with people to treat the deity as with a material body ; for 
instance, they paint, and speak of, Yama with a mace in his hand, of 
Varwna, with a noose in his hand, and of Indra, with a thunderbolt in his 
hand ; — from this customary treatment of the Deities also we infer the 
validity of the Smrti-texts (describing the material bodies of deities) ; — 
' (c) lastly, we have the following indicative text — ‘ Jagfbhmd te dalcsinprm indra 
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hastam ’ [‘ O Indra, I take hold of. your right hand’]; as a matter of 
fact, it is only one having a body who has a right and a left hand i then 
again, there is the following text — ‘ Ime chit indra rodasi apdre yat sagr- 
bhmci maghavan kdshiritte ’ [‘ O Indra, Maghavan, this illimitable Earth* 
and Heaven you hold in your fist ’] ; the term ‘ Kashi ’ means fist ; and 
this also is possible only for one who has a human body then again, there 
is the text — 4 Tuvigrivo vayodarah subdhurandhaso made indro vrttrdni 
jighnate ’ ; this speaks of 4 griva ‘ neck ’ ; ‘ udara 4 stomach ’ ; and 4 balm 
4 arms \ — all of which is indicative of a human body. — From all this it follows 
that the Deity has a material body/ 

“ The Doity also eats (what ‘is offered). — 4 How do you know that ? ’ — 
(a) Because of Smrti-texts, (6) because of Custom, and ( c ) because of 
Indicative Texts. — (a) There are Smrti-texts speaking of Deities as actually 
eating , what is offered ; — (6) people treat of Deities as if they actually ate 
what is offered, — as is clear from the fact that they offer to them various 
kinds of food ;— (c) lastly, the following texts indicate the Deity as actually 
eating- — (1) 4 Addhi indra piba cha prasthitasya ’ [' O Indra, please eat and 
drink of what has been offered ’] J-H.2) - 4 Vishvdsandni jatharesu dhatte ' 
[‘He puts into his stomach all kinds of food ’] ; — and (3) ‘ Ekayd prati 
ghd pibatsakam saramsi trimshatam 

Says the Purvapaksin' s Opponent — -‘The Deity cannot be regarded 
as eating what is. offered. If it did eat it, then the quantity of the offering 
would diminish ’. 

The Purvapaksin answers— 44 What the Deity partakes of is only the 
essence of the food ; like the Bee. — 4 How do you know this ? —As a matter 
of fact, what has been offered to the Deity becomes insipid ; and from this 
it follows that the Deity partakes of the essence of the food ”... 


SUTRA (7). 

[Pcbvapaxsa — continued] — “ Also because of the ownership of 

WEALTH.” 

Bhdsya. '■ 

[The Purvapaksin 1 s Opponent may argue as follows] — (a) 4 If the Deity 
were the owner of any wealth, and (6) if it were pleased on being worshipped, 
— then alone there would be some justification for the worship of the Deity 
to be performed, for the purpose of pleasing that Deity. As a matter of 
fact, however, neither of these two facts is true [i.e. (a) the Deity is not 
the owner of any wealth, and (6) the Deity is not pleased at being 
worshipped]/ 

This is the Argument that is answered by the Purvapaksin in the present 
Sutra — 44 As a matter of fact, the Deity is actually the owner of wealth.— 
4 How do you know that ? ’—(a) From the Smrti-text, (&) from Custom, 
and. (c) from Indicative Texts.— (a) The Smrti-texts declare that the Deity 
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owns wealth ; — (6) The Custom of having such names as ‘ Devagrama ’ 
(‘the Deity’s village’), 1 Devaksetra* (‘The Deity’s field’), lends support 
to the said declaration of Smrti-texts ; — (c) lastly, there are Indicative Texts 
also showing Deities as owners of wealth : (1) ‘ Iyid.ro diva indra Ishe prthi- 
vydm, indrah apamindra it parvatdndm, indro vrdhdm, indra inmedhirdnam, 
indrah Jcseme yoge, havye indrah ’ Indra is: the master of Heaven, of the 
Earth, of the Waters, and of the Hills ; the master of trees, of m,edhiras 
(animate things ?), master of welfare, of activity, of offerings ’] ; — again, 
(2) ‘ Ishanamasya jagatah svesharmshdnamindra tasthuse ’ [‘ Indra the master 
of the moveable and the immoveable ’]. 

“ Similarly (a) from Smrti-texts, and ( b ) from Custom, we also learn 
that Deities are actually pleased, (a) Smrti-texts distinctly declare that 
‘ Deities are pleased ; ’ — (6) it is customary to speak of ‘ Pashupati being 
so pleased with such and such a man, that a son has been born to him \ 
of ‘ Varuna being so pleased with him, that wealth has been obtained by 
him — (c) Similarly we have Indicative Texts also to the same effect — 

* Ahutibhiriva hutddo devan prindti? ‘ Tasmai pritd isamurjam niyachchhanti » 
[‘ One who makes the offerings pleases the deities with those offerings’; 

‘ Being pleased with him, the Deities reward him with wealth and 
strength] 

SUTRA (8). 

[PtfRVAPAKSA— concluded] — “ It is from that too that it accrues.” 
BJiasya. 

" It is from that — i.e. the Deity — that it — the fruit — accrues — to the 
worshipper; when a man worships the Deity with sacrifice, then that 
Deity brings him into contact with the Emit (the reward).-—' How do you 
know this?’ — From the Smrti-text and from Custom. There are Smrti- 
texts declaring that ‘ the Deity rewards the Sacrificer with the Fruit 
This Smrti declaration is confirmed by such customary declarations as — 
‘ Pashupati was worshipped by him, and therefrom he got a son — There 
are Indicative Texts also to the same effect — (1) 1 Sa it janena sa vishd 
sa janmand sa puirairvdjambharate dhana nrbhih devdnam yah pita ramd 
vi vdsati shraddhdsand havisd brahmar^aspatim ’ (?) ; — (2) ‘ Trpta evainam- 
indrah prajayd pashubhistarpayati ’ [‘Being satisfied, Indra satisfies him 
with cattle and offspring ’].- — From all this it is clear that the Deity becomes 
pleased with the gift of offerings and with the singing of the praise of its 
good qualities,— -and becoming pleased, it rewards the man with the desired 
fruit ;— which proves that the deity Agtvi is the dispenser of the fruit of that 
action by which it has-} been pleased, and with which it rewards the 
performer of that act ; — that any other deity, Surya for instance, is not 
able to giye that fruit ; — all this, — as to who gives what, — is learnt from 
the Vedic text; and the Vedie text, in this particular case, speaks of Agni, 
not of Surya.” 
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StiTRA (9). 

[SiDDHANTA]— IN REALITY, IT IS THE OBJECTIVE OF THE SACRIFICE 
THAT SHOULD BE REGARDED AS THE PRINCIPAL FACTOR ; 
BECAUSE THE MATTER IS ONE THAT CAN BE DETERMINED 
ONLY BY THE VEDIC WORD ; AND THE DEITY IS 
SPOKEN OF ONLY AS A SUBORDINATE FACTOR. 


The phrase ‘ api vd\ ‘ in reality’, signifies the rejection of the 
PurvapaJcsa view. 

'What has been asserted above,-— to the effect that the Deity is the 
prompter of details, — is not true ; because, as a matter of fact, it is the 
objective of the sacrifice,— that is, the Apurvct, Transcendental Result, 
produced by the sacrifice, — that should be regarded as the principal factor. — 
“ Why so ? ” — Because the matter is one that can be determined only by the 
Vedic word ; in reality, what gives the Fruit is the prompter of the act ; 
and what it is that gives the fruit can be learnt only from the Vedic text, 
not by means of Sense-perception cm* any other means of cognition ; — the 
Vedic word clearly states that the Fruit proceeds from that which is denoted 
by the root ‘ tb sacrifice %— not from the Deity.— “ How do you know 
that ? We learn it from the fact that it is the Darsha-Pw-namdsa 
sacrifices that are spoken as the Instrument, in the text, ‘ Darshapinm- 
masabhydm svargakamo yajeta’ ; so also in the text ‘ Jyotisiomma svarga- 
Jcamo yajeta ’ ; in all such tests we find the 1 sacrifice \ not the ‘deity'. 
spoken of in connection with the * desire for Heaven 

Says the Opponent — “ What the root ‘ to sacrifice ’ denotes is an act 
dealing with a substance and a deity [i.e. ‘ Sacrifice ’ is the act consisting 
of the offering of a substance to a Deity} 

True, that is so ; but the Deity is spoken of only as a subordinate factor ; 
the Substance and the Deity are both accomplished entities ; while what is 
denoted by the root ‘ to sacrifice ’ is something that has to be accomplished ; 
and whenever an accomplished entity and a thing to be accomplished are spoken 
of together, the former is mentioned only for the purposes of the latter. — 
From this it follows that the Deity cannot be regarded as the prompter of 
details. . 

. It has been argued that — “ the Deity is more * desired ’ even than the 
Objective, which is the most desired — We do not deny the fact that the 
Deity is ‘ desired ’ (intended to be expressed); in fact, whenever a term 
denotative of a deity appears either with the (deifie) nominal affix or with 
the Dative affix, it is at once recognised, on the basis' of Syntactical 
Connection, that the Deity spoken of is ‘ desired ’ ; but on the basis of 
Syntactical Connection, it is also recognised that the Fruit is connected 
with what is denoted by the root ‘to sacrifice and from the Direct 
Assertion of the Vedic text, it is this latter 1 — the Sacrifice, not the Deity, — 
that is recognised as Instrumental (in the bringing, about of that Fruit). 
Even though it is true that the Sacrifice is for the sake of the Deity, — that 
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does not set aside the fact of the Sacrifice serving the purpose of bringing 
about the Fruit ; — it is the Fruit that is the purpose of (desired by) the 
Man ; all our activity is with a view to our own purpose, — and not to that of 
the Deity ; — from this it follows that we would not have recourse to any 
activity on the prompting of the Deity; as for the Recipient (i.e. the Deity) 
of the offering of sacrifice being ‘ desired that also is possible in reference 
to the fruitful sacrifice, and only when this Sacrifice is instrumental (in 
the bringing about of that Fruit). 

It has been argued that — “ Sacrifice is the worship of the Deity, and 
in ordinary practice one who is worshipped is the principal factor.” — But 
the matter in question need not be as it occurs in ordinary practice ; in 
the case in question it is the worshipping of the worshipped that forms the 
principal factor. 

As a matter of fact, therefore, that should be regarded as the prompter 
of Details which brings about the result; and hence the objective of the 
Sacrifice (i.e. the Transcendental Result) is what should be regarded as the 
prompter of the Details. 

Further, in accordance with the Purvapaksa view, it becomes necessary 
to admit that the Deity has a material body and eats what is offered,— 
because no ‘ offering ’ or * eating ’ can be possible for one who has no body 
or does not actually eat. : — In support of this view,— that the Deity has a 
material body and eats what is offered, — it has been argued that there, are 
(a) Smrti-texts, (b) Custom, and (c) Indicative texts. — This however is not 
right ; because the Smrti is based upon Mantra and Athavada texts (of the 
Veda) ; it is a well-known fact that the knowledge that is derived from Smrtis 
is on the basis of Mantra and Arthavada texts ; and we are going to show 
later on that the Mantra and Arthavada texts do not lend support to any 
such notion (as that ‘Deities have material bodies and eat the offerings’). 

Says the Opponent — “If the Mantra and Arthavada texts do not lend 
support to any such notion, then the Smrti-texts in question cannot be 
based upon those Mantra and Arthavada texts ”. 

Answer — -The Mantra and Arthavada texts afford a basis for the said 
declaration in Smrtis only for those who look at the mere surface of those 
texts ; those however who look into the texts carefully find out that the 
notion is actually set aside by the texts. And yet the notion (obtained 
from a superficial study of the Mantra and Arthavada texts, even though 
set aside by their careful study) comes to be regarded by some people as 
the basis for the Smrti-declaration, 

It is on this same Smrti again that the Custom (adduced by the 
Purvapaksin) is based. 

As regards the Indicative text (adduced by the Purvapaksin) — ' Jagrbhma 
te daksinam indra hastam ’ (speaking of the ‘right hand ’ of Indr a), — it 
does not mean what it has been taken to mean — that ‘ Indra has got a right 
Hand ’; what it means is that ‘ we have taken hold of what is Indra’ s right 
hand ’ ; hence this sentence does not afford the notion that Indra has hands. 
— “ If that is not so, then no such assertion is possible that ‘ we have taken 
hold of the hand ’ ; because this assertion clearly implies the existence of 
2 
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the hand, — ‘ the hand exists, which we have taken hold of ’.’’-—This is not 
possible ; even though Indra may have a hand, yet the assertion that ‘ we 
have taken hold of the hand ’ does not pertain to a perceptible fact ; to this 
extent, the assertion is certainly an impossible one ; under the circumstances, 
the assertion can only be taken either as an absurd statement or as a merely 
eulogistic declaration : — And this explanation is equally possible in out 
view also. — It might be argued that “ the assertion has been made by a 
person who actually took hold of Indira's hand — Our answer to that is 
that no such idea can be entertained; as that would imply that the Veda 
(as represented by the text in question) has had a beginning in time. — Nor 
can the text be taken as asserting that ‘ Some one took hold of Indra' s 
hands’ ; as there can be no authority for such an assertion. — “ From this 
text itself we deduce by implication that there was a person who took hold 
of the hand.” — That cannot be right ; because it is possible for untrue asser- 
tions also to be made ; as in the case of such ordinary assertions as ‘Ten 
pomegranates ’, ‘ Six cakes ’, and so forth. 

For one who holds the view that ‘ Indra has a material body ’, the 
addressing of that deity by the term ‘ Indra ’ can only be for the purpose of 
invoking him, — and the invoking can be only for speaking to him; now 
any such speaking would be reasonable only when it had been ascertained 
that the Deity addressed is related to the speaker; — as a matter of fact, 
however, it is not recognised by any means that the Deity addressed is so 
related; and so long as this has not been recognised, the invoking must be 
useless.— ■“ We recognise, on the basis of the text itself, that the Deity is 
invoked.” — It has been already explained that there can bo no justification 
for the assuming of Hands and other limbs, if there is to be an assumption 
of unseen (transcendental) factors. — In fact, it cannot be definitely ascertained 
(from the words of the text) that the particular Deity is being invoked ; 
for the simple reason that there is no means available for ascertaining this. 
From this it follows that the words of invocation are not for the purpose of 
being addressed, but only for the purpose of indicating (the Deity) ; — and 
tinder the other view also— -that ‘ the Deity has no material body ’ — the 
Words would bo regarded as serving the same purpose of indicating (the 
Deity).— Under the circumstances, the Vocative Ending would be taken as 
serving the purpose of eulogising ; the sense of the eulogy being — ‘ The 
Deity is such an efficient instrument of accomplishing the desired result 
that it accomplishes it, on being invoked, in the same manner as beings 
endowed with intelligence (body and other things) ’. Thus it is by being 
treated as an intelligent being that the Deity {Indra) is invoked by means 
of a word with the V ocative Ending ; and having been indicated by means' 
of the invoking word, the Deity is told ‘ we have taken hold . of your 
hand ’, — which only means ‘ we are dependent upon you ’ ; and this only 
serves the purpose of reminding us that ‘ we should proceed to perform the 
rites in honour of this particular Deity, Indra ’. 

[As for the text that has been quoted by the Purvapalcsin on p. 138 
of the Text — ‘ Ime chit indra rodasi, etc.’], — what this means is ‘ O Maghm/cm , 
so praiseworthy is your fist that you hold within it the remote and 
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illimitable Heaven and Earth ’ ; — and here what is eulogistieally spoken of 
as the ‘ fist ’ does not really exist ; there is no proof for its existence. Then 
again, what the words of the Text also mean is, not that ‘ such a large fist 
is actually there ’, but that ‘ if you had a fist it would be large that is, 

‘ You have a fist of a totally different kind and for a different purpose, — 
and even so that other fist of yours is large — “ But praise is possible only 
through the mention of qualities that really exist.” — Not necessarily ; 
because even one who is not possessed of human limbs (and faculties) is 
eulogised as possessed of human limbs (and faculties) ; for instance, in such 
texts as the following — (a) ‘ Ete vadanti shaiavat sahasravat abhikrandanti 
haritebhirambhih vistvigrdvdnah sulcrtah mkrtyayd hotushchit purve havi- 
radya-mashata ’ [where speech is attributed to stones ] ; — (6) * Sukharn 
ratham yuyuje sindhurashvinam ’ [where the river Sindhu is spoken of as 
having yoked the chariot]. — From all this it follows that the Vedic texts 
(quoted) do not necessarily lead to the presumption that Deities are like 
human beings. 

Similarly the other text quoted — * Tuvigrlva indrah, etc.’* — does not mean 
that ‘ Indra has a neck ’ ; what it means is that ‘ if Indra has a neck, it 
must be large * ; for the actual existence of the neck, there is no proof at all. 
Nor can the praise of the neck lead to the Presumption of its existence ; 
because, even without resembling human beings (in the possessing of a 
neck),’ it would be possible for the Deity to be eulogised as such. — Then again, 
in the same sentence there are the words— 1 Indro vrttrdni jighnate ’ ; — now 
when the term * indrah ’ (as occurring here) has become connected with the 
two words here ( 4 vrttrdni ’ and ‘jighnate’), it cannot be construed with the 
other words ‘ tuvigrivah ’ and the rest ; as that would render it necessary 
for the words ‘ indrah ’ to be taken twice— (1) ‘ Indra should be regarded 
as tuvignva, with large neck and again (2) 4 Indra kills the Vrttras 5 ; and 
such a construction would involve a syntactical split; and yet what we 
find in the Veda is a single complete sentence. This character of the 
sentence is preserved only if the character of 4 having a large neck * and the 
rest is not taken as enjoined in reference to the Deity, and the said character 
is taken as mentioned only for the purposes of praise. 

Similarly, the sentence — 4 Andhaso made idrsho vftlrdiii hanti ’ — is 
only predicative of the Killing of Vrttra. 

The sentence 4 Bdhii te indra romashau, aksi te indra pihgale ’ also 
speaks only of Indra’ s arms as 4 covered with hair’; and of Indra’s eyes 
being 4 tawny ’, — it says nothing regarding the arms and the eyes being 
actually there in existence. 

There is a text which speaks of the actual presence of the Eyes (of 
Indra) — 4 Chaksusmate shrnvate te brarhmi ’ [ 4 1 address you, who have eyes 
and who hear ’] ; — but this also is not meant to connect the Eyes (with 
Indra), but to connect the addressing with him; — this is what is meant by 
the clause 4 1 address you who have Eyes ’ ; and here also it is for the 
. purpose of eulogising the Deity that the eyes are spoken of as if they were 
actually present. — 41 How do you know this ? ” — We deduce this from the 
presence of the Dative Ending; if we took the sentence as laying stress 
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upon what is expressed by the basic noun (and not by the Dative Ending), 
then there would be a syntactical split, — as there would be two predications 
— (1) * You have eyes \ and (2) ‘ I address you who have eyes . 

From all this it is clear that there is no indicative text which points to 
the fact of Deities being like human beings. 

Nor is there any * feeding ’ or * eating * in the case of sacrifices ; in fact, 
the Deity never eats; hence the argument' adduced (under Su. 6) that 
“ Feeding is for the sake of the Deity ” is not true. 

The * Smrti % ‘ Custom and ‘ Indicative texts ’ that have been put 
forward in support of the view that Deities actually eat the offerings,— are 
all refuted by the fact of the Deities having no material body. 

Further, if the offering were made to the Deity actually eating it, then 
the substance offered would diminish in quantity.— Nor is there any proof 
for the statement that “Deities partake only of the essence of the food, 
like bees ” ; in the case of bees, we actually see that they take up the mere 
essence (of flowers) ; we do not see any such thing in the ease of Deities. 
Hence we conclude that Deities do not eat the offerings. 

As for the statement that “ what has been offered to Deities becomes 
insipid” (which has been cited as proof of the fact that the essence of the 
offering is eaten by them),— this does not affect our position ; as it is by reason 
of being exposed to the air, and of becoming cold, that the substance becomes 
insipid. 

Further, the Deity jdoes not own any thing ; and not owning anything, 
how could it give anything ?— It has been argued that — “ there are (a) 
Smrti -texts, (b) Custom, and (c) Indicative texts, which show that Deities 
do actually possess things ”. — But that is not so ; because (a) as for the 
j Smrti-text, it has its source in Mantra and Arthavada texts, as already 
explained above. — (6) As regards the Custom of having such names as 
* the village of the Deities * the field of the Deities — all this is purely 
figurative ; as a matter of fa'ct, anything can be said to be possessed by one 
only when he has the power to make such use of the thing as he likes ; and 
Deities certainly have not the power to make such use of the village or the 
field as they like. — From this it also follows that the Deity cannot give any- 
thing ; all that happens is that when the worshippers of the Deity have 
made an offering to it, out of this act of offering there comes prosperity 
to those worshippers. 

It has been argued that— “ there are texts indicative of the fact that 
Deities own things, — * Indro diva indra ishe ’ (which speaks of the Heaven 
as being possessed by Indra), and so forth ”. — But when we .actually see 
that Deities do not possess anything, we conclude that all such statements are 
purely figurative. — Says the Opponent — “It is on the authority of Vedic 
declarations that we hold that Deities possess things ; and from the well- 
known fact of Temple-priests making use of various things we' conclude 
that such use is according to the wish of the Deities — This is not right ; what 
is vouched for by direct Perception is that the things are used according 
to the wish of the Temple-priests themselves (and not of the Deities) ; — 
this fact cannot he got rid of. — In fact, even those who speak of the Deities 
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as possessing the things, 'do not deny the will of the Priests (as determining 
the aetual using of the things) ; in fact, they themselves say that ‘the 
Deity does as the attendant priests wish’ ; and that person who follows 
the will of another and who cannot make use of the things according to his . 
own wish cannot be the owner of those things.— Lastly, the text in question 
1 cannot be taken as a Direct Assertion (of a fact) ; in fact, on account of its 
speaking of the Present time, and by reason of its stating what is contrary 
to perceived facts, it has to be taken as a purely eulogistic declaration ; 
and so long as the text can be taken as purely eulogistic, it cannot justify 
the statement that “on the strength of Direct Assertion, Deities should be 
regarded as possessing things 

Lastly, it is not a fact that the Deity unites people with the fruit of 
their acts,— for the sake of which they would worship it.— As regards (a) 
the Smrti, (b) Custom, and (e) Indicative texts that have been put forward 
in support of the view that Deities are pleased and reward (the performer), — 
we have already answered the ‘ Smrtidext ’ and the * Cmtom ’. As regards 
the Indicative text — * Pleased with him, the Deities reward him with 
wealth and strength — this also does not lend support to the Opponent’s 
view ; as this text occurs in connection with an entirely different injunction, 
which lays down that ‘ one should avoid passing by the right ’.—Similarly,' 
the text — •* Being satisfied, Indra endows him with cattle and offspring % 
— all that this lays down is the offering to Indra. 

From all this we conclude that the Deity is not the prompter of any 
sacrificial detail. 

SUTRA (10). 

In the case of the Guest, he is the principal pactoe, as his 

SATISFACTION IS THE MAIN CONSIDERATION J IT IS NOT SO IN 

the case of the Sacrificial act. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued (under Su. 6) that the case in question is like that • 
of ‘guests This remains to be refuted. 

What is done for the Guest must be regarded as prompted by the Guest ; 
because in the honouring of guests, what is enjoined is that the guests should 
be pleased; the injunction being that ‘the Guest is to be treated in such a 
manner as to please him, — Gifts may be made to him, or he should be fed, — 
whatever else he wants should be done, — he should not be forced to do 
what he does not wish to do ’. — In the case of the Sacrificial Act, however, 
there is no such injunction of pleasing (the Deity). — Hence there is no 
analogy between the case of Quests and that of the Sacrificial Act. 



Adhikarana (6) : ‘ Substance \ 1 Nwnber \ ‘ Reason and 

i Aggregate 5 are not prompters of details . 

SUTRA (11). 

[BOrvapaksa continued ] “ ‘ Substance ‘ Number ‘ Reason \ 
and 5 Aggregate ’ also [should be regarded as the 

PROMPTER OE DETAILS] ; BECAUSE OF THE PRESENCE 

of Direct Assertion.” 

Bhasya. 

(a) In connection with the Darsha-Purnmndsa we have the text — 
‘ Sprinkles the Vnhi-corns ’ ; — (6) in connection with the same (sprinkling) 
there is the mantra; ‘ There are three. Paridhis and three Fuel-pieces';— 
(<*) in connection with the same sacrifices, we have the text ‘ One should 
approach the Paurnanidsi with the Ghaturhotr -mantra, and the Amdvdsyd, 
with the Panchahotr -mantra ’ ;—(d) in connection with the V arunapraghdsa, 
forming part of the Ghaturindsya sacrifices, there is the text — ‘ Offers the 
oblation with the winnowing-basket, because food is prepared by its means V 
- — [In. (a) the act of Sprinkling is mentioned along with the particular substance 
‘ Vrihi-com ’ ; — in (6) the act is spoken of along with the particular number , 
* three ’ ; — in (c) the act is spoken of in connection with the two aggregates 
or sets of sacrifices that go to make up the ‘ Purimmasa ’ and ‘ Amdvdsyd 
sacrifices; — in (d) the act is mentioned along with a Reason, ‘ because food 
is prepared by its means 

In regard to all this, there arises the question — Are the acts of 
(a) Sprinkling, (b) Reciting of the particular mantra, (c) the Approaching 
of the Paurnamdsi and the Amdvdsyd, and ( d ) the Offering of the oblation 
with the tvinnowing-basket, to be taken as prompted' (respectively) by (a) the 
Substance (Vrihi-cora), ( b ) the Number (Three), (c) the Aggregates (or two 
sets of sacrifices), and (d) the Reason (‘ because food is prepared by means 
of it ’) ? — Or are they prompted by particular Transcendental Results ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ The various 
acts are to bo taken as prompted by the Substance and the rest. — (a) In 
the case of the text ‘Sprinkles the Vrthi-corns \ through Context, the act 
should be regarded as prompted by the Transcendental Result, while through 
Syntactical Connection, it should be regarded as prompted by th 0 Substance 
( Vrihi-com) ; in fact, the Sprinkling has been mentioned along with the 
substance ; and even then there is the further indication that the Accusative 
Ending in the term denoting the substance (‘vrihin’) clearly signifies that 
the act of sprinkling is prompted by the Substance. — (6) Similarly in the 
case of the text 1 Three Paridhis , etc.’, it is understood to mean that what 
is denoted by the term ‘ three ’ should be uttered, on the strength of the 
mantra-text ; — and it is a particular number {three) that is denoted by the 
term ‘three’, — and this number is denoted by the term by Direct 
Denotation ; on the other hand, if we referred it to the Transcendental 
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Result connected with it, it would involve recourse to Indirect Indication,— 
as in that case the sense would be that ‘ as many the Paridhis so many 
should be spoken of — (c) Similarly, in the case of the text ‘offers the 
oblation with the winnowing-basket Syntactical Connection connects the 
act with the Reason. — How so ? — Because what the text means is that 
‘ because food is prepared by its .means therefore the thing should be con- 
nected with the offering of the oblation ’, and thus it lays down, in 
connection with the offering of the oblation, an article which is used in the . 
preparation of food. It is only through Context that the act could be 
taken as prompted by the Transcendental Result ; the meaning of the 
text in this case would be — ‘ Because this oblation brings about the 
Transcendental Result, therefore it should be offered with the Winnowing- 
Basket — In all cases Syntactical Connection is more authoritative than 
Context ; and hence in the present case, the Context should be set aside. 
The advantage in this case is that the text comes to mean that ‘ the 
oblation should be offered with any articles — the Darvi, the Pithara and 
the rest — that are used in the preparing of food ’ ; and in this manner 
the ‘ preparing of food ’ becomes specially effective. — Against this, the 
following objection may be raised — ‘Under Discourse I (Paid ii, Sutra 26 
et seq.), it has been declared that the sentence in question (‘ Because food 
is prepared by its means ’) is not to be taken as laying down a reason, and 
that it is to be taken merely as a commendation of the Winnowing -Basket 
—The answer to this is that it is true that it has been so declared ; but it 
is only after the act in question has been proved to be prompted by the 
Transcendental Result that the text can be taken as purely commendatory, 
on the ground that the same sentence cannot contain the injunction of the 
Winnowing-Basket for the offering of the oblation, as well as the statement 
of a Reason. [And it is still to be proved that the act is prompted by the 
Transcendental Result]. — (d) In the case of the text — ‘ One should approach 
the Paurnamdsi with the Chaturhotr and the Amdvasya, with the Pahchahotr 
— -inasmuch as the act is spoken of along with the Aggregates (of sacrifices), 
it should be regarded, through this Syntactical Connection, as prompted by 
those Aggregates ; and this sets aside the notion of its being prompted by 
the Transcendental Result, which notion eould be based upon the indirect 
indication of the Transcendental Result, through Context. — From all this it 
follows that the acts in question are to be taken as prompted by the 
Substance, the Number, the Reason and the Aggregate ” 

StJTRA (12). 

[POrvapaksa concluded] — “ In the event of Details being 

PROMPTED BY THE PURPOSE (TRANSCENDENTAL RESULT), 
THERE COULD BE NO RESTRICTION THROUGH 
SUBSTANCE.” 

Bhasya. 

“ If Details like those in. question were prompted by the Transcendental 
Result, then, there could be no restriction — of details — through substance. 
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For instance, we have the text — ‘ One should satisfy Mi tra- Vanina, with 
m ilk, — Mathin, with flour, — Hariyojana, with fried grains, — Shukra, with 
gold, — Patnlvata, with Clarified Butter 4 ; if this meant that Mitra-Varupa is 
to be satisfied with milk because that. Deity is connected with the Trans- 
cendental Result of the main sacrifice, — then, on the same ground of all 
other Deities, Indra-Vayu and the rest, being connected with the Trans- 
cendental Result of the main sacrifice,— they would all have to be satisfied 
with milk ; and in this way all the substances might be used in connected 
with all the Cups (dedicated to all the Deities) ; and under the circumstances, 
there could be no sense in the restriction (in the above-quoted text) of 
substances ha reference to Mitra-Varuna and other Deities. — From this also 
it follows that the Sprinkling and other Details are prompted by the 
Substance (Number, Reason, and' Aggregate).” 

SUTRA (13). 

[Siddhanta]— In. reality, the Purpose should be regarded as the 

PROMPTER OF THESE (DETAILS) ; AS THE OTHERS HAVE NOT BEEN 
ENJOINED, AND THEY ARE SUBSERVIENT TO THE 

said Purpose. 

Bhasya. 

The term ‘ vd ’ (‘ in reality ? ) implies the rejection of the Purvapaksa 
view. 

The Details in question cannot be taken as prompted by Substance 
and the rest ; — because it is the ‘ Purpose 4 that is the prompter of these 
details. By ‘ purpose 4 here we mean the Transcendental Result ; all the 
Details are subservient to this Transcendental Result ; because it is this 
Result that has been declared to be what should he accomplished ; — and that 
which has been declared to be what should he accomplished is what is con- 
nected with the details of procedure. — As for the others — Substance, Number, 
Reason, and Aggregate, — these have not been enjoined 'as to he accomplish- 
ed - in fact, they have been enjoined as subservient to the Purpose ; i.e. they 
have been mentioned only as subservient to the Purpose, — the Transcendental 
Result. — “What if it is so f ”• — Well, if it is so, then, inasmuch as these 
have not been enjoined as to he accomplished , they cannot be connected with 
the Details of Procedure. 

Says the Opponent — “ As a matter of fact, the Details in question have 
been mentioned along with the Vnhi-com and other things, and they must 
be connected with these latter; — then again, the Accusative Ending (in 
‘ Vrthin ’ ) clearly shows that the particular Detail {Sprinkling) is prompted 
by the Substance (Vrihi), — and the same ending (in ‘ Paurnamasin') shows 
that the particular detail (Mantra-reciting) is prompted by the Aggregate 
(of sacrifices) ; — and in the case of the other two texts, the fact of the 
particular details being prompted by Number (in the case of the text ‘ Three 
Paridhis, etc. 4 ) and by Reason (in the case of the text ‘ Offers the oblation 
wittrthe Winnowing-Basket ’) is ascertained by means of Indicative Texts 
and of Syntactical Connection. 44 
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We say — No ; because if this were so, then a Result would have to be 
assumed. 

From all this it follows that the Details in question are prompted by 
the Transcendental Result. 

Objection — “ But even so, the exact form of this Transcendental Result 
will have to be assumed.” 

True, it has to be assumed ; but this can bo done by connecting it 
syntactically with the subject-matter of the Context. In your view, on 
the other hand, the Syntactical Connection would have to be with a declara- 
tion of Results, which does not occur in the Context at all. 

“ But, Context cannot set aside either Syntactical Connection or Direct 
Assertion.” 

True, it- cannot set aside these. But the reason why your view has to 
bo rejected is that there is no fruit of the action in that case ; so that your 
interpretation being found to be impossible on the ground of uselessness, 
the Sprinkling and other Details would come to be enjoined, without any 
obstruction, by the passage laying down the entire procedure occurring in 
the same Context. 

“Even though the Detail is connected with the Transcendental Result, 
it comes to be prompted by the same substance, Vrihi (and Number, Reason, 
and Aggregate) ; so that what is it that is being urged ? ” 

What if that be so ? 

“ If that is so, then the connection of the Substance, Number, Reason, 
and Aggregate does not become ignored, and yet no Result has got to be 
assumed.” 

Our answer to this is as follows : — What you propose is not possible; 
because in the sentence 1 Sprinkles the Vrlhi-corns\ what is directly denoted is 
th e genus ‘ Vrihi-com \ — and it is spoken of, either for the purpose of 
(indirectly) indicating the particular Vnhi-corn, or for indicating a particular 
means of accomplishing the Transcendental Result ; its purpose would 
be served by the indication of either one of these two things ;• and hence, 
it cannot he taken as indicating both. If, however, it be taken as indicating 
the particular substance ( Vnhi-corn), thon, in the first place, there is this 
difficulty of having recourse to indirect indication, and (in the other case) 
there is the necessity of having to assume a distinct Result. In view of these 
two difficulties it becomes established that the genus (‘ Vrihi-com ') has 
been mentioned only for the purpose of pointing out a particular means of 
uccomplisliing the Transcendental Result. And what is that means as 
characterised by the genus ‘ Vrihi 1 ? That means is that the substance 
out of which Rice is obtained should bo sprinkled ; so that what renders 
the thing the efficient means (of accomplishing the Result) is, not its being 
a substance, but, its being a thing out of which Rice is produced. 

This same reasoning may be applied to the case of Number (Reason, 
and Aggregate) also. 

From all • tin's it follows that the Sprinkling and other foetails are 
prompted by the Transcendental Result. 
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. SUTRA (14). 

[Answer to Su. 12]— There WOULD BE RESTRICTION on the basis 
of the Transcendental Result itself. 

Bhmya. 

It has been argued above (under Su. 12) that- 1 —” in the event of Details 
being prompted by the Transcendental Result, there could be no restriction 
through substance ”. The answer to that is as follows The requisite res- 
triction would be secured on the basis of the fact that (as explained above) 
the Genus (mentioned) serves the purpose of indicating a particular means 
(of accomplishing the' particular Transcendental Result); so that, in 
connection with the Transcendental Result that is accomplished by the 
offering to Mitra- Varuna, the offering would be of Milk ; and, yet this 
particular Transcendental Result would not be accomplished by the offering 
to Indra-Vayu ; hence the details of this latter offering to Indra-Vayu 
could not be admitted on the/ basis of the Transcendental Result accom- 
plished by the offering to Mitra- Varuna ; because the offering to Indra- 
Vayu is an entirely distinct act leading to an entirely different Transcendental 
Result.— Thus it is. that the requisite restriction would be secured on the 
basis of the Transcendental 'Result. 

■ SUTRA (15). 

If the Details were prompted by ‘ Substance ’ and the rest, 

THEN IT WOULD APPERTAIN TO THE THINGS UNDER ALL 
CIRCUMSTANCES. 

Bhdsya. 

For one who holds that the Sprinkling and other Details are prompted by 
Substance (Number, Reason, and Aggregate), a particular detail would have 
to be adopted under all circumstances ; that is, for instance, the Sprinkling 
would have to be done even to those Vnhi-coms that are cooked for ordinary 
food; and yet this cannot be admitted even by you (the Pwvapaksm). 
Thus this is a serious objection against the Purvapaksa view. 

SUTRA (16). 

“IT WOULD APPERTAIN TO ONLY THAT WHICH IS RELATED TO THE 

Context ”, — if this is urged [then the answer is as 

GIVEN IN THE NEXT SflTRA]. 

Bhdsya. 

The Opponent might argue thus — “ You have urged that the Detail 
would come to appertain to the thing under all circumstances, — But in 
reality, it would appertain to that only which is related to the particular 
Context ; so that the Context would be duly preserved and the contingency 
of the Detail pertaining to the thing under all circumstances would be 
avoided.” 
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StJTRA (17). 

That cannot be ; as such is not the declaration of 
THE VeDIC TEXT. 

. BMsya. 

What has been suggested is not possible ; because the declaration 
contained in the Vedic text is not to the effect that ‘ The Vrllii-corns related 
to the Context should be prepared and sprinkled 

“ But this is what is deduced in view of the preservation of the 
Context.” 

We say — No. When the Context has been set aside by Syntactical 
Connection, it dare not restrict the admission of Details.*— Even if the 
Context be not set aside, it does not possess the capacity to restrict the 
details. In fact, what is enjoined as to be done is something that should be 
done, — and not that which should be done only as related to some qualifying 
factor. Hence the Preparation or the Sprinkling that is enjoined is not 
only for such Vrihi-corns as are connected with the particular sacrifice (in 
whose Context the injunctive text occurs). 

StJTRA (18). 

“It would be due to occasion”, if this is urged [then the 
answer would be as in the next Sutra]. 

BMsya. 

“ If you think that the Context cannot specify the Vnhi-coms (to be 
sprinkled), — all right j it would be due to the occasion ; i,e. the Adhvaryu 
priest would be able to judge from the occasion that ‘ this corn is meant 
to be cooked for food, and that is for the purposes of offering and would 
then proceed to sprinkle that alone which is meant for being offered.” 

StJTRA (19). 

When they are all equal, ‘ Occasion 5 cannot serve the purpose 

(of specifying) ; — no relationship has been enjoined ; 

IN FACT, THE RELATIONSHIP (LAID DOWN) IS BETWEEN THE 

purpose of the Sacrifice and the ' VrIhi-oorns 

STANDING QUITE APART. FOR THESE REASONS, 

rr is the ‘ Objective of the sacrifice ’ [that 

SHOULD BE REGARDED AS THE PROMPTER OF 
THE DETAILS]. 

BMsya. 

All Vrihi-corns — those for food and those for offering — are equal ; 
there are no such as are specifically meant for being offered, — “ But those 


1444 


SmBAEA-BHASYA .* 


that have been prepared are meant for being offered — This would be true, 
and would remove the incongruity in so far as it related to the Sprinkling 
and other subsequent details ; but it would still remain in force in regard 
to the Preparation itself. Because as regards the Preparation, there are no 
corns mentioned in the same Context ; as a matter of fact, the relationship 
laid down is between the Fn&i-coma standing quite apart (in a different 
context) and * the purpose of the Sacrifice ’, in the shape of Preparation.—- 
44 How so ? ’’-—This is clear fron\ the following text— 4 Aparena gdrhapatyam 
prdgimm ano'vasthitam bhavaii, tasya daksinam chakram druhydnaso t dhi 
nirvapati' [* Behind the Odrhapatya Fire, slightly to the east, there is the 
Cart, ascending the right wheel of this Cart, he prepares the corns ’]. 

Thus the objection (urged in Su. 15) still remains— that, according 
to the Purvapakpa view, the Detail would appertain to the thing under 
all circumstances. Hence for reasons already stated before (under Sutras 
13 and 14), we conclude that the Sprinkling and other Details are prompted 
by the Transcendental Result. 



Adhikarana (7) : At the Agnistoma, the * silence 5 is 

prompted by the 4 Previous Factors \ 

SUTRA (20). 

[Sid dha nt a]— The ‘ silence beino related to the position, 

SHOULD APPERTAIN TO THOSE (SUBSIDIARY TRANSCENDENTAL 

Results), — because of the declaration of the 
Veda —and because it subsists in that. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Jyotistoma, we read—' Tsard vd esd yajnasya, 
tasmad yaikinchit prdchinamagnisomiydt tenaupdmshu charanti 7 [‘This is 
the Sly Tactics of the sacrifice, hence whatever is prior to the Agnisomiya, 
at that they act in silence 

In regard to this, there arises the question— Is the ‘ silence ’ prompted 
by (due to) all those (subsidiary) acts that are prior to t the Agnisomiya 
offering ? Or by the Final Transcendental Result (of the main Jyotis(oma) ? 

On this question, the apparent Siddhdnta is as follows :— This detail 
(‘silence ’), which is related to the position , is prompted by all those subsidiary 
Transcendental Results (of the subsidiary acts) preceding the Agnisomiya- 
offering, which help the Final Result directly, — and also by that (Trans- 
cendental Result) which brings about the embellishment of the principal 
substanqg offered.— “ How is that ? ” — Because of the declaration of the 
Veda', i.e. the Vedic text connects, with the particular detail in question, 
only those factors which have been indicated as being within well-defined 
bounds of space [viz. : ‘prior to the Agnisomiya ’], — the clear meaning of 
the text being that ‘ they act in silence in connection with those factors 
that happen to be in the said position (prior to the Agnisomiya) \ 

Says the Opponent— “ But the use of the particular detail in question is 
indicated by Syntactical Connection, not by the Direct Declaration of the 
text.” '■ ■ ' • '■ 

We do not say that it is not indicated by Syntactical Connection ', what 
we mean is that it is syntactically connected, with what is directly asserted, 
not with, either what is pointed out by the Context, or with what is 
indirectly indicated, or with what is assumed. 

The Opponent argues — “ We admit that the Detail in question is related 
to the subsidiary Transcendental Results ; hut we do not admit that it is 
related also to that Transcendental Result which brings about the embellish- 
ment of the principal substance. — ‘ Which is that ? ’ — It is that which brings 
about the embellishment of the principal substance and exists at the previous 
place.” 

Our answer to this is as follows : — Because it subsists in that ; — that 
is, because it — i.e. Transcendental Results like the subsidiary ones — subsists 
m that — i.e. in the prior position. — There is a hymn called the ‘ Somapari- 
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vahanlya from which it is clear that the Transcendental Result is related 
to the Position. 

There is another text — ‘ P^anitah pranesyan vdcham yachchhati tarn 
saha havislcrta visrjati ’ [‘When going to fetch the Pranitd vessels, he 
restrain? his speech, — he unchains it in the company of the Preparer of the 
Sacrificial offering here also the ‘ speech-restraint ’ is a detail related 
to those factors that are in the particular position (prior to the Fetching of 
the PrariUa Vessels), — and not to the Pinal Transcendental Result. — 
Exactly the same is the case with the ‘ silence ’ that we are discussing. 

StJTRA (21). . 

[The PurvapaJcsin objects to the SiddMnta}~ ( ‘ But it should 

APPERTAIN TO THE [FlNAL TRANSCENDENTAL RESULT OP THE] 

•MAfN ' Sacrifice ; because it is connected with 

THAT.” 

BMsya. 

The term ‘ * , ( e but ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 

above. 

“It is not trap that the ‘silence’ appertains to those factors that 
are related to that position. — ‘ To what then does it appertain ? ’ — It should 
appertain to the Pinal Transcendental Result.—- 1 Why so ?’ — Because it is 
connected with that ; there is connection with that, — i,e. with the Sacrifice — 
spoken of in the sentence — ‘ Tsar a va etad yajhasya yat prachinam agni- 
pormySt 1 ; which is to be construed as ‘ Yajhasya yat prachinam ’ 
(* that which is prior to the sacrifice ’), — and not as l Tsara ypjhasya ’ 
(‘It Is the Tsard of the sacrifice’). — ‘Why so?’ — Because if the word 
* Yajhasya’ qualifies (and is taken along with) ‘ prachinam ’ (‘what is 
prior’), then it becomes a part and parcel of the injunctive word; and 
thereby becomes conducive to a particular activity. In the other con- 
struction, it becomes part of a commendatory statement and as such, serves 
no useful purpose, because ‘a mere statement serves no useful purpose ’ 
(as declared under Sutra 1. 2. 19).— Then again, the term ‘ prdchina ’ 
(“prior ’) directly denotes a particular portion of the sacrifice, and it is 
only indirectly that it indicates the sacrificial details; and when there is 
a conflict between Direct Denotation and Indirect Indication, it is the 
Direct Denotation that should be accepted. From this it follows that the 
detail in question appertains to the prior position ; — it is with this that it 
is connected through Direct Assertion, — not with the factors appearing at 
that prior position ; as with these latter, its connection could be based 
only upon Indirect Indication. — In fact, even if the word ‘ Yajhasya ’ 
wore part of a purely commendatory statement, even so it would be the 
Prior Position that would be connected with the Detail in question ; by 
Direct Assertion ; and the factors occurring at the prior position would, 
even in that case, be connected only by Indirect Indication. Hence the 
-only right view to take is that the detail in question is prompted by the 
main sacrifice (i.e. the Pinal Transcendental Result).-— Lastly, the help 


1447 


ADHYAYA IX, pIdA I, ADHIKARANA (7). 

rendered (by the detail) to the Final Transcendental Result is directly 
perceptible : viz. : if the performer performs all that goes prior to the Agni- 
somiya, in silence — i.e. with slow effort, — he does not become fatigued and 
hence performs the various rites of* 1 the Sutyd Day with comparative ease. — 
From all this it follows that the Detail in question is prompted by the 
Final Transcendental Result.” 

SUTRA (22). 

[ Purvapalcsin's argument continued ] — “ It is thus too that the 
DESCRIPTION BECOMES APPLICABLE.” 

Bhasya. 

“As a matter of fact, the description contained in the sentence— 

1 Tsar a. vd esg, yajnasya yat prdcMnamagnisoniiydt ’ — is applicable only to 
the one factor that occupies the entire space [Le. the main sacrifice];-— 
‘ tsara ’ means sly tactics; the meaning of the text therefore is — ‘Just as, 
when the Bird-Catcher proceeds to catch a bird, he adopts the sly tactics, 
stepping slowly, fixing his eyes upon the bird, and making no noise,— all 
with the intention of taking the bird unawares. — in the same manner, in 
the case in question, with a view to take the sacrifice unawares, one should 
adopt silence ’ And as in the case of the Bird-Catcher, the place where he 
steps slowly is not for the sake of that Place , but for the sake of catching 
the Bird sitting at that place, — -similarly in the case in question, the silence 
is adopted, not for the sake of the factors occupying the place in question, 
biit for the sake of the (main) sacrifice that occupies the whole place. — 
If one takes the term ‘team’ (sly tactics) as qualifying the sacrifice, — for 
him the commendatory statement — ‘ Tsara em yajnasya \ — -all the more 
clearly indicates that. the Detail is prompted. by the Final Transcendental 
Result ; — the meaning being — As the Sly Tactics is to the Bird, so is 
Silence to the Sacrifice 

StJTRAS (23-24). 

[Piirvapalcsa argument concluded ] — “ If it be urged that — 

* What has been explained in regard to the text 

SPEAKING OF THE PrANITA -VESSEL SUPPORTS THE 
SlDDHlNTA VIEW \ — THEN THE ANSWER IS THAT 
THAT IS NOT SO ; BECAUSE THE SACRIFICE IS 
NOT MENTIONED THERE AT ALL.” 

Bhasya , 

“It has been argued (under Su. 20) that ‘What has been explained 
in regard to the text speaking of the Pranita-Vessd, etc. etc.’; — and 
this has to be refuted, — (which is done in Six. 24) : — It is not right that ‘the 
Detail should appertain to the factors occupying that place, and not to the 
Final Transcendental Result ’ ; because in the -sentence quoted (speaking 
of speech being unchained when going to feteh the Pranitd-ve ssels), the 
connection of the ‘ speech-restraint ’ does not imply any connection between 
the said factors and any parts of the sacrifice ; — for the simple reason that 
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the Sacrifice is not mentioned there at all ; i.e. the correlative term 5 sacrifice ’ 
is not found in the sentence quoted. — ‘ But it has been just pointed out 
that it is while performing the sacrifice that the Adhvaryu and the Sacrificer 
restrain their speech ’.—Our answer to this is tliat the same would hold 
good also in the case of the detail pertaining to the sacrifice • occupying 
the entire space. — * How so ? 5 — The two men restrain their speech for the 
purpose of spreading out the sacrifice ; and while they are restraining their 
speech, and their minds are not distracted, they would perform the various 
items without committing mistakes ; so that not a single item, or part of 
an item, becomes omitted ; — on account of his speech being restrained, the 
Adhvaryu will have his mind concentrated on the work and will, therefore, 
not commit any mistakes in regard to any item of the performance ; the 
Sacrificer also, with his speech restrained, will have his mind not distracted 
by anything else, and will thus be able to apprise the priest if the latter- 
happen to make any mistakes. As for the Sacrifice, it is spread out by 
means of its subsidiaries corning in uninterruptedly; and the Sacrifice is 
not spread out by ‘speech-restraint* through, its own parts and sub- 
sidiaries, if it is done at the time alone. In fact, the Sacrifice, by itself, 
is not connected with the ‘ spreading out ’. Hence what has been urged 
is possible also if the Detail is prompted by the subsidiaries ; the sense 
being that ‘When the Adhvaryu and the Sacrificer restrain their speech, 
they become like Prajapati and then proceed with the Sacrifice (as Prajapati 
proceeds with creation) ; so that they do it for this visible purpose— not for 
any invisible (transcendental) purpose * ; this is what follows from the use 
of the Present Tense — ‘ Just as we know that the Sacrifice is duly performed 
by means of the restraining of speech ’.” 

SUTRA 

[Siddkdntin’ s answer to the Purvapaksa arguments] — In bIamty, 

the Detail should appertain to the factobs occupying 

THE SAID POSITION ; BECAUSE NO AGGREGATE HAS 
BEEN ENJOINED. 

Bhasya. 

This Sutra takes up the thread of the Siddhdnta set forth above (under 
Su. 20) and answers the arguments put forward by the Purvapaksm in the 
intervening Sutras. 

The term ‘ va ’ (‘in reality’) implies the rejection of the view just 
set forth. It is not right to regard * Silence ’ as prompted by the Final 
Transcendental Result ; in fact, it is clear that it is prompted by all those 
factors that are ‘prior to the Agmsotniya-offeriny Why V ” — Because no 
aggregate has been enjoined ; by ‘ aggregate ’ here we mean the whole set. 
of the repeated sacrificial offerings with the ‘ Cups 5 ; and there is no 
injunction to the effect that any part of that ‘ aggregate ’ is to be connected 
with ‘ Silence ’ ; because the sentence is not to be construed as ‘ Yajhasya 
yat pracMnam ’ [‘ that which is prior to the Sacrifice ’], it is to bo construed 
as ‘ tsara esd yajhasya ’ [‘ This the sly tactics for the Sacrifice ’]. — “ Why 
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so ? Because the term ‘ tasmdt ’ (‘ therefore ’) comes between (the terms 
* yajhasya 1 and * prdchinctm * ) [which two therefore cannot be construed 
together]. 

But even if the * Sacrifice 5 were connected with * prior — then too 
the Silence eould hot be regarded as prompted by the Final Transcendental 
Result. Because the term ‘ yat ’ (in the text i yatkinch.it, etc.’) does not 
stand for the Place (or Position) ; what it stands for are the factors occupying 
the Position ; if it had stood for the Position itself, then the form of the 'ex- 
pression should have been ‘ Yat prachinam agnisomiyat ’ (‘ That which is prior 
to the Agnlsomiya ’), and not ‘ yatkihchit, etc . 5 (‘ whatever is prior to the 
Agnisomiya ’) ; because the latter form is used when repetition is intended, 
and there is repetition only when there are several factors concerned, not 
when there is only one; and the Position is one only, while the Factors 
occupying the Position are several; — from which it follows that the 
‘ Silence ’ is connected with these Factors, not with the Position. — “ But 
how do you know that Repetition is meant ?” — It is clearly indicated by 
the expression ‘ yatkihchit ’. — “ But the term ‘ Kim ’ (in ‘ Kihchit * meaning 
what) implies ignorance — Certainly the particular details (of the several 
factors in the Sacrifice) are not known, and it is these that are indicated 
as meant to he known ; and it is only when there are several factors that, 
there are general and particular details. From all this it is clear that it is 
the Factors occupying the said Position that are indicated by the Repetition 
(expressed by ‘yatkihchit'), — and it is these factors that are connected 
with Silence. 

The Opponent raises a fresh objection— •“ In connection with the 
Dikmniyd and other subsidiary sacrifices of the Jyotistoma, there has been 
enjoined a characteristic detail different from ‘ Silence % in the following 
text — 4 Ydvatyd vachd kdmayeta tdvatyd diksaniyaydmanubruyat prayaniyd- 
ydm mandrataramatithydyamupdmshupasatsu ’ [where we have several 
terms, high, slightly lower and so forth laid down] ; under the circumstances, 
how could ‘Silence’ alone be adopted at these [as it should be, in 
accordance with the Siddhdnta view] ? ” 

Answer — That characteristic detail which is laid down in the text 
just quoted would apply to eases where the Diksaniyd and other sacrifices 
form the principal sacrifice; because these sacrifices are spoken of along 
with the term ‘ principal ’ ; so that the ‘silence’ would come in those 
performances of these sacrifices where they do not form the principal 
sacrifice ; because of the general injunction (that ‘ silence ’ is to be 
observed in all that comes prior to the Agnlsomiya). 

The purpose served by the present discussion is as follows: — At the 
Kundapdyindmayana, performances laid down in such texts as ‘ They offer 
the Agnihotra for a month ’ come ‘ prior to the Agnisomiya ’ ; and if the 
Purvapaksa were accepted, then these would have to be connected with 
‘ Silence while they would not be so connected, if the Siddhdnta view 
were accepted. 


3 



Adhikarana (8): In connection with the laying of the 
Fire-altar , the ‘ stirring ’ 0 / the Fire should be done 
only once. 

SUTRA (26). 

[PffRVAPAKSA]— “ Being an accessory op the ‘ Fire \ it should 

BE REPEATED WITH EACH BRICK ; BECAUSE IT IS A 
COLLECTION, LIKE THE ‘ PAURNAMASi 

Bhdsya. 

There is .the rite of ‘ Fire-laying ’ (setting up of the Fire-altar) laid down 
in the Text.— ‘ Ya emmvidvdn agmrn chimete * [‘ Knowing this, one lays 
the Fire *] ; in connection with that same Rite, the following is laid down— 

* BiranyashakalasaMsrlnagnim proksati, Dadhna niadhumishrenagnim proksati, 
Vetasashdkhayd avakabhishchagnim viprakarsati, Mandukendgnim mprakar- 
eati ’ [(a) ‘ Sprinkles the Fire with a thousand gold-pieces ’,-—(&) ‘ Sprinkles 
the Fire with Curds mixed with honey % — -(c) ‘ Stirs the Fire with a Vetasa- 
stick and with the Avaka-sticks ’, — (d) ‘ Stirs the. Fire with the frog 

In regard to this, there arises the following question — [When the Fire- 
altar is being set up] are the stirring and the sprinkling to be done to each 
Brick (in the altar) ? Or, are they to be done only once for all ? 

The point to be considered first is — -Does the word ‘Fire’ (in the text 
quoted) stand for the collection of Bricks 1 Or for some other substance 
{whole in itself) ? For, if it stands for the collection of Bricks, then, inas- 
much as there would be no ground for singling out any one brick to 
which the stirring and the sprinkling could be done, they would have to 
be done to every one of the bricks ; if, on the other hand, the term ‘ Fire ’ 
stands for something (an entire whole) different from the (individual) Bricks, 
then, they would be done only once. 

On the main question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows “ The 
Stirring and the Sprinkling should be done to every one of the Bricks. — 
‘ Wiry ? ’ — Because the term ‘ Fire ’ stands for the collection (of Bricks).- — 
‘ How is that deduced ? ’• — It is deduced from the fact that there is no other 
substance ; there is absolutely no other substance which could be taken to be 
denoted by the term ‘Fire’; so that (if the acts were not done in connection 
with the Bricks) what would be there in which the Fire could be deposited ? 
— ‘ But how do you know that there is no other (entire) substance ? ’ — 
This follows from the fact that the thing spoken of is different in character 
from an entire substance ; an object is regarded as one entire whole, when 
by the pulling of any one part of it, the whole object becomes pulled. — 
‘ What is the meaning of this ? 1 — -If, in the act of pullihg a substance by 
the hand, only that part of it becomes pulled out with which the hand is 
connected, then the object is not an entire whole by itself. ‘ Why should 
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such be the conclusion ? ’ — Because the likelihood is that another part of 
it also would be similarly pulled out. — If, even in such circumstances, it 
be held that the entire substance becomes pulled, — then it might be possible 
to pull out the component parts of that substance which, in itself, has 
no component parts. — Nor will it be right to hold that the acts that 
are laid down are in the nature of connection with what is in conjunction 
with something else (i.e. the Bricks in conjunction), irrespectively of the 
substance being an entire whole. It will not be right to say so, because 
until the faggot of wood has been tied up with a rope, the pulling of any 
one piece of wood does not lead to the other pieces being pulled up. It is 
only in a case where a thing is conceived of as ‘one’ by reason of the 
combination of a number of things, and there is no idea, either direct or 
inferred, of these being the component parts of that ‘one thing’ — there 
alone it is said that ‘another substance (one entire whole) has come into 
existence’. — -Now, in the case in question (of the altar made of Bricks), 
it is found that that brick alone comes out which is actually pulled, and the 
other bricks do not come out the points of junction between the bricks 
are also clearly perceived; from this it follows that there is no cementing 
of the component particles (bricks) and hence it cannot be any one entire 
substance distinct from the Bricks.— When it is laid down that ‘The Fire- 
altar is to be set up with bricks’, it is only the setting up that should be 
done with the bricks ; — but there is no visible purpose served by the mere 
setting up of the bricks ; — ‘•hence what is understood to be particularly marked 
is the collection of those bricks that have been set up for the purpose of 
depositing the Fire ; — such being the case, the Sprinkling and the Stirring 
should be done to all the bricks. 

“ Like the Paurnamasi ; — in the case of the injunction * One who know- 
ing this, performs the Pauntamasi, one who knowing this, performs the 
Amdvdsya ’ (which lays down the Paurnamasi and Amdvdsya Sacrifices), 
what are actually performed are the Ag-mya and all those acts that go 
to make up the ‘ Paurnamasi Sacrifice ’, — rand not any Sacrifice distinct 
from those, — so in the case in question also [what are to be dealt with by 
sprinkling and stirring are all the Bricks that go to make up the Fire- Altar, 
and not any substance distinct from them]. ” 

StJTRA (27). 

[SiddhInta]— In reality, it should be done to the Fire [-altar^, 

BECAUSE IT IS ONE SUBSTANCE ; THE OTHERS (BRICKS) ONLY 
SUBSERVE THE PURPOSES OF THAT SUBSTANCE. 

Bhasya. 

The term 1 vd ’ (‘ in reality ’) sets aside the view set forth above. 

It is not right that the Sprinkling and the Stirring should be done to 
each of the Bricks ; — they should be done once only. We proceed to explain 
this — As a matter of fact, what is erected with the Bricks is something 
different from the Bricks themselves ; — it is in that thing that the Fire is to be 
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deposited ; — and it is that thing which is denoted by the term ‘ Agni \ ‘ Fire ’ 
(in the text under consideration). — “ How so ? ” — When it is laid down that 
‘One sets up the Fire-altar with bricks’, the bricks are clearly mentioned 
as subserving the purposes of something different Jfrom themselves ; the 
Instrumental Ending in the word 1 igtdkabhih 5 (‘with bricks’) clearly 
shows that the Bricks subserve the purposes of something different from 
themselves. If the mere setting up (of the Bricks, and not the bringing into 
existence of a new object) were meant by the Injunction, then that setting 
up could only be an embellishment for the Bricks,— and in that case the 
correct ending to be used would be the Accusative, and that would set aside 
the Instrumental Ending. — From all this it follows that a new object, some- 
thing different from the individual Bricks, is made (when the Fire-altar is 
set up); — in this the Fire is to be deposited; — and it is for the purpose of 
this new object that the Bricks and the setting up are there. • 

Says the Opponent — “ We have already explained that because this 
explanation is not possible that another view (the Purvapaksa view) has 
been taken up.” 

Answer — It is not true that the explanation (suggested by us) is not 
possible; in fact, the fact of the object (Fire-altar) being a single unitary 
entity is Iclearly perceptible ; and this would not be possible if the term 
stood for the several bricks (that go to make up the Altar). Nor are the 
points of joining between the bricks visible when they have been covered 
with plaster. Hence, inasmuch as, even when there is a mixture (in the 
Altar)* of baked and unbaked bricks, the notion that it is one thing, that is 
present, it follows that it is an object different from the individual Bricks, 
meant as a receptacle for the Fire. 

In fact, the idea that there is a cementing of the Bricks is also due 
to the idea that the altar is a single entity. 

As for the argument that — “ (in the case of a single object) the pulling 
of one part leads to the pulling of the whole thing”, — it is true that in 
the case of several things cemented together, there is dismemberment ; 
but things are of two kinds— some are immovable (inanimate), some 
movable (animate) ; it is in the case of the former that there is dismember - 
ment«.^on pulling) ; for instance, when the tree is pulled by the leaf, the 
whole tree does not become pulled, — because it is an immovable thing; 
similar is the ease with the thing in question, — the Fire-attar being an 
immovable thing. 

From all this it follows that the Sprinkling and the Stirring are to be 
done once only. 

StJTRA (28). 

It is because there is an aggregate of injunctions that the 

CASE OF THE £ PaURNAMASI ’ IS TREATED LIKE THAT. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued that — “In the case of the injunctiofl ‘One who 
knowing this, should perform the Paurnamdsi, etc. etc. \ there is nothing 
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distinct from the Agmya and other component sacrifices, — and that the 
same should be the case here also ’’.—The answer to this is that it is only- 
right that the case of the Paurnamasl has been treated like that ; because 
what is laid down there is only an act (the Paurnamasl sacrifice) which 
is only an aggregate of the several enjoined acts {Agmya and the rest), — 
and there is nothing else to be brought into existence by means of that 
Act; in the present case, on the other hand, there is a distinct object 
(laid down as to be set up, in the shape of the Fire-altar ).— Hence there 
is no analogy between the case of the Paurnamasl and the present case. 



Abhikabana ( 9 ) : That the ‘ Patnisamyaja 5 should be the 

last item applies to those ‘ Ahan ’ (Diurnal Offerings) 
which precede the Final 4 Ahan-offering \ 

SUTRA (29). 

[POrvapaks a ] — ■* 4 That the Patnisamyaja should be the last item 

APPLIES TO ALL, AS THERE IS HO DISTINCTION.” 



There is the Dvadashaha, which consists of a set of ‘ Diurnal Offerings % — 
laid down in the text, .* Dvddashdhena prajdkdmam yajayet * [‘If one 
desires offspring, he should make him offer the Dvadashaha Sacrifice ’ ) ; — 
in connection with that, we read — 1 The Diurnal Offerings are completed 
with the Pcdnisamydja-offering as the last item ’. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Are all the Diurnal Offerings 
meant to end with the Patnisamyaja ? Or only those that precede the 
Final Diurnal Offering ? — This question is raised in connection with all the 
Diurnal Offerings with the exception of the tenth one; as this latter has 
been declared by a clear text to end with the ‘ Manasa ’-offering. 

On tins question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ All the Diurnal 
Offerings should be taken as ending with the Patnisamyaja. — Why ? — 
Because there is no distinction ; when the text lays down that * the Diurnal 
offerings are to end with the Patnisamyaja it lays it down without any 
distinction ; nor is it possible to make any distinction ; hence it must apply 
to all the Diurnal Offerings ”, 

SUTRA (30). 

[SlddhInta] — In reality, prom the Indicative text it is clear 

THAT IT APPLIES TO THE OlEERINGS PRECEDING THE FINAL ONE. 

Bitasya. 

The term ‘ vd * (‘ in reality ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above. 

That they should end with the Patnisamyaja should apply to those 
Diurnal Offerings that precede the Final One. — Why so ? — Because of the 
Indicative Text; there is the following indicative text — ‘ Patnisamydjdntdni 
ahani santisthante — na barhiranupraharati asamsthito hi tarhi yajhah' [‘The 
Diurnal Offerings should end. with the Patnisamyaja; one should not 
withdraw the fuel, as the Sacrifice is not yet completed ’] this clearly 
indicates that the Patnisamyaja should be the last item in those Diurnal 
Offerings where the Sacrifice is sliU incomplete. — “How so ?” — Because the 
• incompleteness of the sacrifice has been put forward as a reason ; the meaning 
of the text being — * because these Diurnal Offerings are incomplete, therefore 
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the Patnisamyaja should be the last item in them ’ ; — and the 
completeness of the Sacrifice comes on the last day (with the Final Diurnal 
Offering). — Then again, we find ‘ incompleteness ’ spoken of in connection 
with those Diurnal Offerings of which the PaVrmtvmydja forms the last item ; 
from this it is clear that ‘ incompleteness ’ and 5 1 laving Patmsmhydja as 
the last item ’ are meant to be co-substrate ; — and ‘ incompleteness ’ has 
been found to be there before the Final Day ; — from that we conclude 
that ‘ having the Patnisamyaja as the last item ! should also apply to the 
offerings preceding the Final One. 

SUTRA (31). 

[Objection]— “ Ik fact, it is only a commendatory statement, 

JUST LIKE THE STATEMENT OF THE ‘ INITIATION ’ IN CONNECTION 
WITH ‘ NOCTURNAL COMPLETION 

Bhasya. 

The term ‘ vd ’ (‘in fact ’) implies the rejection of the Siddhdnta view. 

“ It is not right that the character of having the Patnisu/ihydja as the 
last item should be applied to the Diurnal Offerings preceding the Final 
One ; it should be taken as applying to all the Diurnal Offerings,- as there is 
no distinction. — It has been argued that— 4 Incompleteness .'is. found men- 
tioned in connection with those in whom the Patnisamyaja forms the last 
item,— and as the sacrifice is incomplete before the Final Diurnal Offering, 
we conclude that the character of having the Patnisamyaja as the last item 
should also be restricted to those preceding the Final Offering’. — But this 
cannot be right ; as this view is not based upon any Injunction, nor upon 
any other proof ; hence this view should be treated as a mere fantasy. — 
Then, it has been argued that ’'incompleteness has been put forward as a 
reason ’. — That also has no force ; as it has been already explained that 
such statements are’ ‘ merely eulogistic ’ ( Sutra 1. 2. 23). — Nor again is 
there any co-substrateness between incompleteness and the character of having 
the Patnisamyaja as the last item ; because the latter character, of having 
the Patnisamyaja as the last item, has been directly declared by the Vedic 
text as applying to aS.Diurnal Offerings ; while the applicability of in complete- 
ness {ai all Diurnal Offerings) to only those offerings that precede the Final 
One is only deduced from reasoning. — Lastly, the statement that ‘ The Sacri- 
fice is incomplete ’ is purely commendatory, eulogising the character of having 
the Patnisamyaja as the last item ; the meaning being as follows—- 4 The 
Sacrifice is incomplete, — it is found that it takes a long time to complete it, 
— because it takes a long time to complete it, let it be curtailed, and let 
the Diurnal Offerings end with the Patnisamyaja ’ as a matter of fact, each 
of the Diurnal Offerings is complete in itself; and yet they are spoken of as 
incomplete simply with a view fed eulogise the character of ending with the 
Patnisamyaja ; as a matter of fact, every one of the offerings is complete 
in itself, as the Avahhrtha (Final Bath) and the other rites in connection 
with them are all to be duly performed. — In fact, the statement in question 
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should be treated exactly like the statement of * freedom from the fetters 
of Initiation which is commendatory of 4 finishing at night That 
statement is as follows — 4 The man who is initiated is put in the fetters of 
Varuna ; the Day and Night are the fetters of Varuna ; if one finishes the 
sacrifice during the day, he does not become free from the fetters of Varuna ; 
it should be finished at night ; thus is the man freed from the 
fetters of Varuna and also from all harm to himself ; ’ — the phrase ‘ he 
is not freed from the fetters of Varuna ’ means that he is not free from the 
restrictions imposed by the Initiation ; these restrictions are removed by 
the Final Bath. Or, the statement that ‘he is freed from the fetters of 
Varuna ’ may be taken to mean that many of the restrictions are given up ; 
— In the same maimer in the case in question all that 4 incompleteness ’ 
means is that ‘ it takes a long time to finish it’.” , 

SUTRA (32). 

[Answer] — As a matter oe fact, it should be (as asserted in the 
Siddhanta) ; because the Injunction is not in special 

REFERENCE TO ANYTHING ; IF IT WERE TAKEN WITH 

the Final Offering, that would be con- 
trary TO THE INDICATIVE TEXT. 

Bhasya. 

The particle ‘ vd ’ (‘as a matter of fact’) implies the rejection of the 
view set forth (in Su. 31). 

That the Patnisamydja should be the last item should pertain to only 
those offerings that precede the Final One; because the said character 
has not been enjoined with special reference to the Final Offering; the 
injunction that the Patnisamydja should be the last item is in reference 
to the Diurnal Offerings in general ; — if this were applied to the Fined Offering , 
it would lie contrary to the Indicative Text. 

Question — “ How is this proved by reasoning (as apart from the 
Indicative Text) ? ” 

Answer — What the statement — -‘The Diurnal Offerings are completed 
with the Patnisamydja as the last item ’ — means is that the rest of the 
rites is to be omitted. What is meant by ‘ completing ’, ‘ finishing % is 
that its performance is not continued, — that the action of the performer 
in relation to it ceases ; — when all the Diurnal Offerings are being performed 
together, it is inevitable that one should stop at some part of one offering 
and take up those of the other there being no restriction as to when this 
stoppage should come, the text in question lays down the restriction that 
the stoppage should be at the Patnisamydja. — Now the visible purpose 
served by this Stoppage is to secure the simultaneous performance of the 
details of the various offerings. In a case therefore where this purpose is 
not found to be served, there can .be no j ustific ation for assuming an 
imperceptible result ; and hence in that ease the offering is not to end with 
the Patnisamydja. — This is exactly what is found to be the case with the 
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Final Offering, — in connection with which. the aforesaid need (of securing 
simultaneity with the details of the succeeding offering) does not arise. — 
It is by this process of reasoning that we come to the conclusion that those 
offerings alone are to end with the Patniaamyaja which precede the Final 
One; and this conclusion is further strengthened by the indicative text 
x The sacrifice is incomplete ’ (as shown above, under Su. 30). 


Adhik arana (10): In the case of such injunctions as 

' Should recite the first verse thrice \ the reference 
is to the * position ’ of the verse . 

SUTRA (33). 

The REPETITION" OF THE SaMIDHSNSS SHOULD APPERTAIN TO POSITION*. 

ON ACCOUNT OF PRIORITY. 

Bhasya, 

There are the Darsha-Purnamdsa Sacrifices ; in connection with these, 
the following declaration is made in reference to the SdmidhSni verses — 

‘ Trih prathamamanvdha, tririUtamdmanvdha ’ [* Recites the first thrice ; recites 
the last thrice ’], 

In regard to this, there arises the following question — What is laid down 
here,— does it appertain to the order of the verses as they occur in the Bk-text 
(of the Samhita), — the meaning being, that what is to be recited thrice is 
the verse ‘ Pra vo vdjd, etc. ’ (which. in the Samhitd-text appears before the 
other Samidheni verses) ? — Or does it appertain to the Position of the 
Verse, — the meaning being that any Verse— not necessarily the one appearing 
first in the Samhitd-text — that occupies the first position at the actual 
recitation, is to be recited thrice “ Why should there be any doubt in this 
matter ? The doubt arises frpm the fact that both are possible : If the text 
quoted is interpreted to mean that * among the Samidheni verses that which 
occurs first in the Samhitd-text should be recited three times ’, then what is 
laid down must appertain to the Bk-text ; on the other hand, if the text is 
interpreted to mean that ‘ that should be recited thrice which is endowed 
with priority ’, then what is declared must appertain to the Position. 

On the said question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ What is 
laid down should be taken as appertaining to the Rlc-text. — ‘ Why ? ’ — 
Because priority (denoted by the word 1 prathamdm ’, ‘first’, in the text) 
is related to the indavickial (verse), as it is the individual (verse) that is 
to be repeated. — 1 How do you know that this is so ? ’ — We learn this 
from the use of the Feminine Gender (in ‘ prathamdm 1 ) ; it is only an 
individual that can be called ‘ feminine ’ ; hence the use of the Feminine 
Gender could be explicable only if the priority (expressed by the basic 
noun in the word ‘ prathamdm') were a qualification of an individual ; and 
in that case that individual verse could be connected with the repetition. — On 
tlie other hand, if the meaning were taken to be that ‘ that is to be repeated 
thrice which comes first at the time that the verses are being actually 
recited’, — then no particular individual would be meant to be repeated; 
[as there can be no certainty as to which particular verse would occupy 
the first position at any particular recitation ; so that the exact denotation 
of the term ‘ prathamdm ’ would remain vague and uncertain, and lienee 
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no definite particular individual verse would be meant] ; and in that case, 
the use of the Feminine Gender would be inexplicable. — Further, this latter 
interpretation would also involve a syntactical split, as the sentence would 
contain two statements — (1) c Anything that has been uttered first should 
be repeated thrice’, and (2) ‘The verse that has been recited first should 
be repeated thrice \ — In our view, on the other hand, what is laid down in 
the text appertains (directly) to that verse which is characterised by priority ; 
so that there being a single predication, there is no syntactical split. — Lastly, 
it is the Feminine Entity {RJc, verse) that is connected with ‘priority’ 
through the Direct Denotation of the words, while the Repetition is connected 
with it only through Syntactical, Connection. — From all this it follows that 
what should be repeated thrice is the particular verse ‘Pm vo vdjd, etc. % 
wherever it may occur at the actual Recitation." 

Against the above Piirvapaksa, we have the following Siddhanta : — 
What is laid down in the text is that there should be three recitations of 
‘ the first of the Sdmidheni verses',- —and this refers to, and is determined 
by, the first position, and not by the genus (the inherent characteristic) 
of any particular verse. — “Why so ? ” — As a matter of fact, there is no 
verse in the whole of the Pgveda which is named ‘ Prathama 1 (‘First’) 
[and directly denoted by this term], — which could be repeated thrice; 
so that in the case of the Purvapaicm view, the term ‘ prathama ’ (‘ first ’) 
of the text would have to be taken as indirectly indicating a particular verse ; 
while in the case of the other view (i.e. the Siddhanta ), the word ‘ prathama, * 
is taken in its directly denoted sense (of that which occupies the first 
position) ; — and Direct Denotation is superior to Indirect Indication. Hence 
our view is the right one. 

It has been argued (by the Purvapahsin) that — “ Direct Denotation 
supports the Purvapaksa view, as is clear from the use of the Feminine 
Gender; secondly that the Purvapaksa docs not involve a Syntactical Split; 
and lastly, it is only in accordance with the PurvapaJcsa view that 
the use of the Feminine Gender is explicable 

Our answer to this is as follows — As a matter of fact, the Gender and 
Number of all adjectival terms arc determined on the basis of the things that 
they qualify ; so that, even if no particular individual were actually denoted 
as to be qualified (by the adjective ' prathamdm ’), any Gender that would 
appear there would serve as the receptacle of that quality.; as for instance, 

‘ shiijclah ’ is Masculine, * shukld ’ is Feminine, and * shukldm ’ is Neuter ; 
similarly ‘ shuklah ’ is Singular, ‘ shuklau ’ is Dual, and ‘ shukldh ’ is Plural. — 
Though in the case of such expressions as ‘ Shukldm shdtimdnaya ’ (‘Bring the 
white piece of cloth ’), what is predicated (by the term shukldm) is, not the 
bringing of the cloth and other factors, but only the relationship of the quality of 
•whiteness [because the bringing, etc. is already otherwise known], and any 
specification by the particular Gender is not intended [because the cloth has no 
real gender], — yet the Feminine Gender is mentioned merely by way of refer- 
ence-—* Shuklamdnaya 1 ; and as this is only by way of reference, there is no 
. syntactical split. Such being the case, even though in the case in question, 
the connection of priority (denoted by the term ‘ prathama \ ‘ first 
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with the Feminine Gender) is directly expressed by the word ' prathamdm — 
yet what the Repetition is related to is mere Priority, not the Gender. If 
the connection of the Repetition with Gender were predicated by the word, 
then the mention of ‘ priority ’ would have to be regarded as a mere 
reference ; for, if the connection with ‘ Priority ’ also were predicated, then 
there would be Syntactical Split. 

Then again, it cannot be disputed that the term denoting the Feminine 
Gender qualifies the basic noun (with which it appears), — and that the 
Feminine affixes, ‘ Tap ’ and the rest, are added to such basic nouns as 
belong to the Feminine Gender ; and there can be no connection between 
the qualification of one word with another word ; e.g. in the expression 
‘ Rdjapuruso gachchhati ’, the qualifying term * rdjan\ which qualifies 
‘'purttsdh \ has no connection with the term 4 gachchhati \ — When, however, the 
‘priority’ is connected with the ‘ Repetition ’, th© Feminine character 
which is already known (as qualifying the ‘ verse ’, ‘ rk ’) is merely referred 
to ; it is a well-known fact that all the sentences known as ‘ Samidheni are 
rk (verses), — and the term ‘ rk ’ is of the Feminine Gender. So that the 
very basis of the first sentence that is uttered (as Samidheni) is a Rk ; — and 
it has been already pointed out that the Gender and Number of adjectival 
terms are determined on the basis of those of the receptacle (or basis) of 
the qualifying factors expressed by them so that, even when the Rk (verse) 
is not qualified (by the term ‘ prathama ’ ), it will retain its Feminine gender 
[and hence there can be no need for predicating it through the term 
‘ prathamdm ' ] ; — hence the sentence in question should be interpreted as 
-—-‘The first sentence that is uttered should be repeated thrice,— and that 
first sentence is the Rk known as Samidheni ’ ; — thus it is clear that in the 
sentence ‘ Trih prathamdmanvaha ’ [‘ Recites the first three times’], we 
have a mere reference to the Gender which is already (otherwise) known. 

The whole of the passage in question reads thus — ‘ Trih prathamdma- 
nvdha, triruttamam , tah pahchadasha sampadyante ’ [* One should recite the 
first one three times ; one should recite the last one three times ; thus they 
become Fifteen'] — [The number of verses called ‘ Samidheni ’ is eleven ; in 
certain texts, it having been laid down that ‘ one should recite fifteen 
SamidKenis,' the passage in question lays down the way in which this number 
‘ fifteen ’ is to be made up ; there are eleven original verses, — by repeating 
the first and the last thrice, there are four additional verses, and thus the 
number Fifteen is secured]. — Thus the ‘ three-fold repetition ’ has been laid 
down for the securing of ‘ Fifteen Samidhenis ’ ; — this repetition must be of 
a complete Rk (verse), not of only a part of it ; because it is the complete 
Rk that serves the purpose of '* Bundling the Fire’ ( Samindhanavatl , by 
virtue of which it is called ‘ Samidheni ’). 

From all this it follows that the text in question contains a mere reference 
to the (Feminine) Gender, and hence what is laid down appertains to Priority, 
not to the Rk (verse). 


f 



Adhikarana (11) (A): In connection with the * Darsha- 

Purnamdsa ’ Sacrifices, which have to be performed 
throughout one's life , the 1 Arambhaniyd-Isti ’ is 
to be performed only once. — Or { B ) — The 
Arambhaniyd-Isti is an ‘ Embellish- 
ment ’ of the Performer. 

SUTRA (34). 

[POrvapak§a] — “ When the main Sacrifice is repeated, the 
Irambhaniya must be repeated, like the PrayIjas.” 
Bhdsya. 

There are the Darului-Purnamdsa sacrifices laid down in the text — 

* Desiring Heaven, one should perform the Darsfui-Purnamdsa Sacrifices ’ ; 
in connection with these sacrifices, the Arambhanvya-Isti [Preliminary 
Sacrifice] haa been laid down in the text; — e One who desires to be an eater 
of much food should offer the cake baked on eleven pans to Agni~Vimyti, 
Cooked rice to Sarasvati, the Cake baked on twelve pans to Sarasvat, and 
the Cake baked on eight pans to Agni-Bhagin ’. In this connection some 
people declare the Bhagin to be the constant factor (in all the offerings).-— 
That the Darsha-PurnanMlsa Sacrifices have to be repeated has also been 
laid down in the text — ‘ Throughout life, one should perform the Darsha- 
Pur^amasa \ — 

Now, in connection with this repetition of the Darsha -Purnamam , 
there arises the question— -Is the Arambhanlyd also to be repeated (with 
each performance of the Darsha-Purqam&sa) ? — Or not ? 

On this question, the Puryapaksa view is as follows It should be 
repeated ; Le. it should be performed several times. — ‘ Why so ? ’—Because 
thus alone does the injunction of the performance become obeyed. — ‘ Like 
the Prayajas > — the Praydja-gfferings, which are parts of the Darsha-Purwx- 
mdsa, are repeated with each performance of these latter, — similarly the 
Arambhanlyd also, being a part of those sacrifices, should be repeated with 
each performance of those sacrifices ”. 

SUTRA (35). 

[Siddhanta]— In reality, it should be performed once only 

because it is connected with ‘ Commencement \ and the 
4 Commencement ’ is one. only, the performance (of 

THE MAIN SACRIFICES) EXTENDING THROUGHOUT 
THE MAN’S LIFE, 

Bhdsya. 

The particle * vd * (‘ in reality ’) implies the rejection of the view set 
forth above. 
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It is not right that the Arambhan>iyd should be repeated ; in fact, it 
should be performed only once. — “ Why ? ” — Because it is connected with 
‘ commencement ( drambha ) ’ ; the Arambhaniya is connected with the com- 
mencement of the performance of the Darsha-Purnamdsa , — and the com- 
mencement is one only — for all the performances of the Darsha - Purnamasa , 
throughout the man’s l.’e — “How so ?” — Having installed the Fires, one 
makes the declaration to the effect — ‘ At each Parvan (New Moon and Full 
Moon) I shall perform the Darsha-Purnamdsa ’ ; — it' is when he has thus 
made up his mind that he would perform the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices 
that he performs the Arambhaniya, — the said making up of the mind- being 
the ‘ drambha ‘ commencement ’ ; and this is common to all the perform- 
ances of the Darsha-Purnamdsa ; as the whole series of performances through- 
out the man’s life forms a single ‘ performance ’ (of the Darsha-Purnamdsa ; 
in accordance with the aforesaid determination of the man). — Even if the 
first step taken towards a performance be regarded as its ‘ drambha 
‘ commencement — then too, all the subsequent performances are done 
by the man who has taken that first step.— So that in any case, the 
Arambhaniya should be performed once only. 


Adhikarana (11) (B) : The Arambhaniya is an 6 Embellish- 
ment ■ of the’ Per former. 

Or, we may interpret the Sutras (34) and (35) in the following manner. 

Bhdsya. 

It is acknowledged on all hands that ‘ drambha ’, ‘ commencement ’, is 
the first factor in the act. — Now, in connection with the Arambhaniiyd-Isti 
(which is performed before the performance of the Darsha-Purnamdsa is 
commenced), the question is — Does the performance of the Arambhaniya 
accomplish the first factor of the Darsha-Purnamdsa ? — Or, does it mean 
that, when a man is going to commence — i.e. perform, for the first time, 
the Darsha-Purnamdsa — the performance of the Arambhaniya renders him fit 
for the said commencement ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view (as set forth in Su. 3i) is as 
follows : — “ From the Context it is clear that the Arambhaniya is to be per- 
formed at the commencement of the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices ; if it 
were taken as bearing upon the performer, then a distinct result would have 
to be assumed ; — hence, inasmuch as each performance of the Darsha- 
Purnamdsa would be distinct, the Arambhaniya should have to be performed 
in connection with the performance of each Darsha -Purnamdsa ; just as the 
Pray a fas are repeated with each Darslm-Purnamasa. — [Hence the conclusion 
on the question is that the perfc^rmance of the Arambhaniya fulfills the first 
step in the performance of the Darsha-Purnamdsa'] ”. 

As against the above, the Siddhanta view (as set forth under Su. 35) is 
as follows :■ — The Arambhaniya should be performed once only. — “ Why ? ” 
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— Because of the cormeetion between the man (performer) and the com- 
mencement ; that" is, the Arambhanlya is enjoined as to be performed when 
the Performer is going to commence the performance of the Darsha-Puma- 
mdsa. — “ How so ? ” — The word ‘ nirvapet ’ (* should offer ’) clearly establishes 
a connection with the Agent (Performer) ; so that the denotation of the 
particular effort (activity, which is expressed by the Injunctive Ending) of 
the Agent is really what is meant to be expressed in its own form ; in the 
other case, if what is denoted by the word (as a whole) were meant to be 
enjoined (and not the effort or activity of the Agent), then the denotation of 
that effort would have to be regarded as not meant to be expressed in its own 
form ; it would, in fact, have to be taken as referring to what has been 
already enjoined in the sentence laying down the entire performance (of 
the Darsha-Purnamdsa). 

. It has been argued that — “ if it were taken as bearing upon the ‘ 
Performer, a distinct result would have to be assumed ”. — Our answer to 
that is that no such distinct result would have to be assumed ; as that 
pgrformer would be taken as meant by the injunction of the entire 
performance (of the Darsha-Purnamdsa) who has already performed the 
Arambhanlya ; — such being the case, the performer having become, at the 
very first performance of the Darsha-Purnamdsa, ‘ one who has performed 
the Arambhanlya remains so throughout all the lifelong performances 
of the Darsha-Purnamdsa [i.e. throughout his life he remains • one who 
has performed the Arambhanlya ’]. When going to perform the Darsha- 
Purnamdsa for the first time, the man performed the Arambhanlya and 
thereby became ‘one who has performed the Arambhanlya' ; and when 
going to take up the second and subsequent performances of the Darsha- 
Purnamdsa, he still remains ‘ one who has performed the Arambhanlya ' 
and hence fit for carrying on the performances.— It might be urged that — 
“if the Arambhanlya has been performed on the same day that the per- 
formance of the Darsha -Purnamdsa is going to be commenced, then alone 
can the performer of the latter be regarded to be ‘ one who has performed 
the Arambhanlya,' — and at the second and subsequent performances of the 
Darsha-Purnamdsa, as he would not have performed the Arambhanlya on 
the same day as those performances, he could not be regarded as c one who 
h as performed the Arambhanlya V* — The answer to this is that by having 
performed the Arambhanlya on the same day as the (first) performance of 
the Darsha-Purnamdsa, the man has become ‘one who has performed the 
Arambhanlya ’, — even in relation to the second and subsequent performances 
of the Darsha-Purnamdsa ; and hence fit for proceeding with those 
performances. 


Adhikarana (12) : In the 4 Nirvana- Mantra , there should 
he no 4 modification ’ of the terms 4 Savitr \ 4 Ashvin \ 
and 4 Pusan \ 

SUTRA (36). 

[Purvapak^a] — “ The subsidiary character of Mahtbas is based 

UPON THE FACT OF THEIR EXPRESSING A CERTAIN MEANING.'’ — 

[Siddhanta] — But what is not enjoined is not 

ADMISSIBLE ; AS IT IS ONLY WHAT HAS BEEN 
ENJOINED THAT IS EXPRESSED (BY 

the Mantra). 

Bhasya. 

There are the Darsha -Purnamdsa sacrifices, where the following 
Nirvapa- Mantra is used — \Devasya bud sambuh prasave 5 shvinorbahubhyam 
piutno hastabhyam agnaye justam nlrvapami [Here we have the names of 
three Deities — (1) Samir, (2) Ashoins, and (3) Pusan, in addition to the 
principal Deity, Agni ,] [As an Ecbype, a modified form of this, we have the 
Saurya sacrifice where the principal Deity is Surya]. 

In regard to the use of the said Mantra at the Saurya sacrifice, there 
arises the question — -When the said Mcmtra comes to be used at the Saurya , 
should the terms ‘ Saoitr ‘ Ashv'm ’, and ‘ Pusan ’ be modified into terms 
signifying the Surya ? Or should they be not modified at all [the Mantra 
being used in the same form as at the archetypal sacrifice] ? 

In order to consider this question, it is necessary to consider the 
following — Do these words (‘ Samir \ 4 ds/ivin % and * Pusan ’) denote things 
that form part of " the sacrifice ? Or those that do not form part of them ? 
—If the former, then they have to be modified (at the Saurya) • if the 
latter, then, they have not to be modified, they have to be used in the original 
form unmodified. 

yVe shall consider both these questions together. 

The prima faaie (Purvapaisa) view on this appears to us to be as 
follows : — “ The terms in question do denote tilings forming part of the 
sacrifice. — ‘ Why ? ’ — In fact the only perceptible purpose served by the 
words of a Mantra is that they express things forming part of the sacrifice. 
Thus while no perceptible purpose is served by the expressing of 
things that do not form part of the sacrifice, — a clearly perceptible 
purpose is served by the expressing of these that do form part of it. 
Consequently the terms in question can serve a visible purpose only if they 
are denotative ot things that form part of the sacrifice. — ‘In what way 
could the words of the mantra in question be denotative of things forming 
part of the sacrifice ? ’ — They could do so if t he terms 4 Scmtr % ‘ Ashvm \ and 
‘ Pusan’ denoted Agni and other deities (of the Darsha -Purnamasa sacrifice),, 
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or if the deities named ‘Samir’ and the rest were deities of the Da/rsha - 
Purnamdsa sacrifice. In order to avoid the necessity (otherwise inevitable) 
of the words of the Mantra being taken as serving only unseen (trans- 
cendental) purposes, — -either of the two alternative views may be accepted 
— viz. (1) the Mantra may be regarded as laying down Scwiir and other 
deities for the Darsha -Purnamdsa , or (2) the terms * Savitr ' and the rest may- 
be taken as denoting Agni and other deities already related to the Darsha- 
Purnamdsa. As both of these views serve useful purposes, either one of 
them may be accepted. — The Opponent might argue thus — ; From the 
Mantra it is clear that Savitr (Ashvin and Pusa/n) are only parts of what is 
spoken of in the concluding words Agnayd justam jvgrvapdtm (where the 
Deity Agni is mentioned) ; such being the ease, even if the terms — Savitr 
and the rest — were to denote Agni and other deities (of the Darsha - 
Purnamdsa), they would not add anything to the Deity already expressed 
by the terms Agyvl and the rest themselves. Nor is it necessary that the 
sacrifice can be helped by only those deities laid down in the Mantra which 
are denoted by the terms Sampr and the rest’. — The answer to this is 
as follows The yarious parts of the Mantra would be so many distinct 
sentences (each sentence speaking of one of the Deities, Savitr, etc.) ; — of 
these the clause * justam nw-mpdrm ’ would be common to, and construed 
with, all those sentences ;■ — those sentences can be subsidiary to the Darsha- 
Piirnmndsa sacrifices only if offerings are made at them to these deities 
spoken of in the sentences; and it is on this basis that there is the 
Presumption that the deities spoken of in the Mantra are actually laid 
down for the Darsha- Purnamdsa. — Thus then, we conclude that either 
the terms ‘ Savitr ’ and the rest should be taken as denoting Agni and the 
other Deities, or the said distinct sentences (constituting the . Mantra in 
question) should be treated as optional alternatives to the sentence speaking 
of Agni.” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta : — The terms 
in question •{ ‘ Savitr % ‘ Ashvin and * Pusan ’ ) should not be modified. There 
is no modification unless the factor in question is enjoined ; as the Mantra 
speaks of only what has been enjoined . Hence we deal with the question 
in the following manner : — -The terms ‘ Savitr ’ (‘Ashvin’ and ‘Pusan’) 
are mot denotative of things forming part of the sacrifice (Darsha- 
Purirtainasa). — Why so ? ” — Because no such act has been enjoined in 
connection with the Darsha-P-urnarnasa of which the Deities are Savitr, 
Ashvin, and Pusan ; nor am the terms ‘ Savitr \ ‘Ashvin’, and ‘Pusan’ 
known to be denotative of such things as Agni and the other Deities. 

Says the Opponent — “It has been already explained that one or the 
other of these two conclusions must be accepted on the ground of 
Presumption. That is to say, it is only if there is (ai the Darsha - 
Purnamdsa) some act of which Savitr and the rest are deities, — or, if the 
terms ‘ Savitr ’ and the rest are denotative of Agni and the other deities 
(of the Darsha -1 ’u rnamdsa ) — that the use of the sentences speaking of 
Savitr and the rest can be explained ; — because, as a rule, that Deity alone is 
to be expressed by the Mantra who is the Deity (recipient) of a certain 
offering ; — it is also admitted that the terms ‘ Savitr * and the rest appear 
4 
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'in the Nirvapa-mantra only for the purpose of expressing things -they 
are explicable therefore only if they express the deities of the offerings, — 
not otherwise ; — it is also well known that the deities of the offerings (at 
the Darsha -Purnamasa ) are Agni and the rest ; — and hence it follows that 
the words ‘ Savitr ’ and the rest are denotative of Agni and other deities 

Our answer to this is as follows : — If the terms in question were to 
become meaningless (useless) if one of the two facts (asserted by you) 
were not presumed, then it might be assumed that ‘ the subsidiary character 
of Mantras is based upon the fact of their expressing things ’.—As a matter 
of fact, even in the absence of the presumption of the said facts, the terms 
do not become meaningless (useless). Hence there can be no authority for 
presuming either of the two facts put forward. — Then again, (in connection 
with the Darsha-Purnamdsa) no such deities have been enjoined as bear 
the names in. question (‘Savitr’, ‘ Ashvin’, ‘ Pusan ’) %— hence what is not 
enjoined is not admissible — as to be modified ; specially because the Mantra 
speaks only of what has been enjoined. 

It has been argued that— “ In the text in question. Deities are what are 
expressed by the expressive terms, and no useful purpose is served by- the 
expressing of such deities as have not been spoken of (enjoined) ”. — This 
. has got to be refuted ; it is this refutation that is set forth in the following 
Sutra : — 

StJTRA (37). 

It is yob this reason that thebe is no expressing op those 

(DEITIES) ; IT IS FOB ANOTHER PURPOSE THAT 
THE WORD IS USED. 

Bhdsya. 

It is for this reason, — on this account, — that there is no expressing — by 
the terms ‘ Savitr ’ and the rest,— of those (deities) that have not been 
laid down (in connection with the Darsha-Purrmmdsa). — “ For what purpose 
then is the term used ? ” — It is used for the purpose of the Nirvapa (the 
act of offering) ; the words of the Mantra being explained as follows — (a) 

‘ Devasya savituh prasave i,e. ‘The deva savitr the Sacrificer, having 
brought forth (the offering), — ( b ) ‘ ashvinorbahubhyam ’, — *i.e. by the arms 
of the sacrificing couple (the Sacrificer and his wife), with a view to the 
engaging of the services (of the Priests); the Sacrificer and his wife are 
called ‘ Ashvins ’, because, at the Fire-installation Rite, they have given 
away an ashva (Horse), — or because they enjoy— ashitavantau ' — the fruits . 
of the sacrifice ; thus the terra ‘ bdhu ’ stands for the man’s own arms 
(c) As for ‘Pusan’, the Sacrificer himself is regarded to be Pusan, on the 
ground of his supporting (‘pusndti’) the Priests. — Thus every one of the 
terms in the Mantra is found to be eulogistic of the act, of offering. 

Says the Opponent — “ Why cannot the words ‘ Savitf ’ and the rest 
be taken out of their context and explained as denoting the deities Savitr, 
Ashvins, and Pusan, appearing in another Context ? As they would be 



ADHYAYA IX, PA DA I, ADHIKARANA ( 12 ). 


1467 


taken out of their Context on the basis of Indicative Power, they could 
certainly set aside the limitations of the Context ". 

Ansum — It is case-endings accompanying the terms ' SavUt- and the 
rest that make these terms adjectives qualifying something eise ; the 
denotation of the basic nouns however remains the same : and as this is 
expressed by the direct denotation of the term, it naturally sets aside what 
is merely indicated by Indicative Power. What Indicative Power does is 
to transfer the terms to another Context where Samir and the rest do 
actually appear as deities, — this transfering being done on the understanding 
that the expressing of the meaning of the basic noun could only be for 
the purpose of mentioning the Deity, — on the ground that these deities 
do not figure in the sacrifice ( Darsha -Purnamasa ) that forms the subject- 
matter of the Context.— On the other hand, what the Direct Denotation 
of the case-ending does is to show that what is expressed by the basic 
noun is a qualification of something else ; and this something else is (the 
Saerificer) spoken of by a word in the Context itself (as explained above). 
Direct Denotation is always more authoritative than Indicative Power. 
Hence the terms, in question cannot be taken out of their Context. 

Says the Opponent— “ If the terms ‘ Savitr ’ and the rest stand for 
the Saerificer, then why should there be no modification „of them at the 
Sattra (where there is no Saerificer apart from the officiating Priests) ? *\ 

Answer — The sentence is meant to serve the purpose of worshipping, 
not that of permitting (the Priests) ; the worshipping of the unworshipped 
is something that ought to be done ; it serves a visible purpose. As for the 
permitting, that has already been done by the Saerificer when he appointed 
the Priest ; so that the doing of the same thing over again could' only be 
taken as serving some unseen purpose. — Then again, in the expression 
‘ jufpxm nb'vnpdtm ' the verb 4 mroapaUni ' denotes the doing of worshipping ; 
— the phrase 4 stwlbah prasave. ' speaks of the pmnittmg which has already 
been done, -for the purpose of qualifying something else ; in fact, even 
without the permitting, the .Priest would certainly perform the offering, 
which is expressed directly by the word (of the text, ‘ rwrva/pami ’) ; but 
no sacrifice, is anywhere spoken of as to be performed by a priest who has 
not been worshipped. — Thus then, inasmuch as the terms ‘ Savitr ' and the 
rest are meant for the purposes of worshipping, they should not be ‘ modified \ 



Adhtkarana (13) (A) : In the Mantra 4 Agnaye jmtam 
nirvapdmi *, the word 4 agnaye 5 should be modified 
when used at*the Ectypal Sacrifice . 

StJTBA (38). 

[POrvapaksa] — “ Being a term denoting quality, that also should 

BE TREATED SIMILARLY.” 

Bhasya. 

In the same sentence that we have been considering (‘ Devasya tva, 
etc. ’ ), the last words as used at the Darsha-Purnarndsa are- — ‘ Agnaye 
justam nirvapdmi \ 

In regard to these words there arises the question — When this Mantra 
is used at the ectype (the Saury a sacrifice, for instance), should the term 
‘ agni ’ also (like ‘ savitr ’, etc.) be not modified, as that also is not denota* 
tive of anything that forms part of the sacrifice ? Or should it be modified, 
because it is denotative of something that forms part of the sacrifice ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ If the question 
is as stated, then, inasmuch as the term ‘ agni ’ also is a term denoting 
quality, it should be treated similarly (i.e. like the words * savitr 5 and the rest), 
and be regarded as not denotative of anything forming part of the sacrifice. 
—'‘ Why so ? —In this same sentence, the terms ‘ savitr ’ and the rest are 
not denotative of anything forming part of the sacrifice (as has been 
explained in the Siddhanta of the preceding Adhikarana) ; under the 
circumstances, if the term ‘ agni ’ also wore not denotative of anything 
forming part of the sacrifice, there would be uniformity, and uniformity is 
always desirable. Whenever the determining factors are similar, it is on the' 
basis of that reason alone that we should have uniformity ; — in ’ the case 
in question, the determining factors are similar; — e.g. in the case of the 
terms ‘ savitr 5 and the rest, * what is expressed by the words in question 
does not figure in the sacrifice ’ ; and in the present case also, what is 
expressed by the words ‘ agnaye justam nirvapdmi ’ does not figure in the 
sacrifice ; because what is expressed by the words ‘ agnaye jmtam, nirvapdmi ’ 
is the offering of what Jim been 1 justa' (enjoyed or worshipped), and at the 
sacrifice, there is no such offering of what has been enjoyed {or worshipped) ; 
in fact, what should be offered is what has been not enjoyed, and it is by the 
offering that it becomes enjoyed (or worshipped). — Hence it follows that the 
term ‘ agni ’ also is not denotative of anything forming part of the sacrifice. 
And here also, the use of the term * agni ’ would be for the purpose of what 
follows, — i.e. for the purpose of eulogising the offering. — From all this it is 
clear that at the ectype., the term ‘ agni ’ also should -not be ‘modified’.” 
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SUTRA (39). 

[Siddhanta] — Not so ; because it does form part of the 
Sacrifice. 

Bhasya. 

What has been said above is not right ; because as a matter of fact, the 
words * agnaye justam nirvapdmi ’ do denote something that forms part 
of the sacrifice.—-” But it has been already explained by us that what these 
words express is the offering oj what has been enjoyed, and there can be no 
offering of what has been already enjoyed — Our answer to that is that 
the sentence in question does not express the offering of what has been enjoyed ; 
what is expressed by it is the making of the thing ■ enjoyed ’ by the act of 
offering it, the meaning being *1 am making the thing enjoyed by Agni \ 
In this way the sentence serves a visible purpose. 

Thus, the determining factors in this case not being Similar to those 
in the case of the terms ‘ Savitr ’ and the rest, the right course is not to 
treat the two cases as uniform ; and hence it follows that the term ‘ agni \ 
as denoting something forming part of the sacrifice, should be ‘modified’. 


Or, the two Sutras 38 and 39 may be taken as embodying the following 
Adhikarana — 

(13) (B) : In the Mantra used in putting the Rice upon the 
Stone-slab , the term 1 dhdnya * should be modified. 

Bhasya. 

In connection with the Darsha-Purnamasa , we have the text — 
4 Dhdnyamasi dhinuhi devan — iti drsadi dvapati ’ [‘ Thou art Paddy, satisfy 
the Deities — saying this, he should put the grains on the stone-slab ’]. — In 
regard to the term ‘ dhdnya % there arises the question — Does it denote 
something forming part of the sacrifice ? Or not ? 

On this question, the Purmpaksa, as contained in Su. 38, is as follows 
“ The term 4 dhdnya ’ appears to be one denoting a quality, and as such, it 
could not be denotative of anything forming part of the sacrifice. — In fact, 
the term 4 dhdnya ’ denotes the Paddy -and the Paddy is not put on the 
stone-slab for pounding; — the term 1 dhdnya \ in fact, stands for the 
unhusked grain ; — while what is put on the slab is the Mice (husked paddy - 
grains) ; — hence though what is put on the slab (and which forms part 
of the sacrifice) is the Rice, yet the word in the text expresses the 
Paddy ; so that what is expressed by the term 4 dhdnya ’ is something which 
does not form part of the sacrifice ; — and hence its use '.can only serve an 
unseen purpose; consequently there should be no modification of this term 
when the Mantra is used at the Ectype.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta, .as set forth in 
S ua 39 : — The above view is not right. In fact, what is denoted by the 
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term ‘ dhanya ’ does form part of the sacrifice ; — the term denotes Rioe., by 
indirect indication, on the basis of the fact that Rice is a product, a 
modified form, of Paddy ( Dhanya ) ; — just as in the expression — * KdshikSau 
ahdlayo bhujyante gdvah pvyante ’ In the Kashi -country paddy is eaten 
and Cows are drunk ’], it being found that if these words were taken in 
their literal sense (cows being drimk by the men), it would necessitate the 
assumption of an unseen result (th© stated meaning being absurd}, — the 
word (‘ gavah * cows ’) is taken in its indirect figurative sens© (as standing 
for cow’s milk). — From this it follows that the term ‘ dh&nya ’ is really 
denotative of something that forms part of the sacrifice, and hence it should 
be ‘ modified ’ when the Mantra is used at the Ectypal Sacrifice. 

The purpose served by this discussion is as follows :-~There is the 
sacrifice known as ‘ Shdkyandmayanam aaprimehataavataarcm ’ (‘ a sacrifice 
performed by the Shdkyaa, lasting for thirty-six years’); — in connection 
with this sacrifice, we read — ‘ At the end of each day, the Master of th© 
House goes out to hunt, out of the flesh of the animals that he kills are 
made the cakes used at the Savaniya offerings ’.-—At this offering the Mantra 
‘ Dhdnyamasi dhimihi devan ’ would have to be used in its unmodified form, 
— in accordance with the Purvapakaa ; whereas, in accordance with the 
Siddhdnta, it would be modified into the form — ‘ Marhsama-si dhinuhi 
devan ’, 



Adhikarana (14) : ‘'In the use of the ‘ fdopahvcma- 
mantra ’ there should be no modification of the term, 

1 Yajhapati \ 

SUTRA (40). 

Even in a case where it has been enjoined, if it subserves the 

PURPOSES OF SOMETHING ELSE, THERE SHOULD BE NO 

‘ Modification ’ ; — as in the case of Injunctions, 

Bkdsya. 

There are the Darsha-Purnamasa sacrifices, laid down in the text — ‘ One 
desiring Heaven, should perform the Darsha-Purnamasa sacrifices’;— 
in connection therewith is the Ida-nigacla, beginning with the expression 
‘ Idopahuta ’ (Taitti. Sam. 1. 7. 1. 2), where we read- — ‘ Daivya adhvaryava 
upahutdh, upahutd manusydh, ya imam yajhamavdn ye cha yajhapatim 
vardhdn ’ [‘ The divine priests have been invited, invited have been the 
men, those who protect this sacrifice and those who help the Sacrificer to 
prosper ’] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 6. 7. 4). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — When this Mantra is used 
at a Sacrifice (Satra) where there are several 1 Sacrifices — should the 
term ‘ yajnapati?n ’ (‘ sacrificer ’) be modified (into its plural form)? Or 
should it be used in its unmodified form ? 

In connection with this, the first question to consider is — Does the 
term ‘ yajhapati ’ (‘ sacrificer ’) denote something forming part of the 
sacrifice ? Or does it denote something not forming part of the sacrifice 1 
— How would it be denotative of something forming part of the sacrifice ? ” 
— If the statement regarding the ‘prosperity of the sacrificer’ is helpful 
to the sacrificer, then the term ‘sacrificer’ denotes something forming 
part of the sacrifice ; if on the other hand, the statement is merely eulogistic, 
then the term ‘ sacrificer ’ is wot denotative of anything forming part of the 
'sacrifice. 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ The term * Sacrificer ’ denotes 
a thing that forms part of the sacrifice and hence it should be ‘modified \ 
“ Why ? ” — As a matter of fact, sacrifices are encouraged by the statement 
regarding the ‘ prosperity of the sacrificer’; — thus ‘prosperity of the 
sacrificer ’ is spoken of by means of words independently of the term ‘ i4& ’ ; 
— hence the notion of that ‘ prosperity of the sacrificer ’ is the direct cogni* 
tion, while if it were taken as a mere praise of the Ida, it wotdd be only 
indirect; so that, the sentence Cannot be taken as a praise of the Ijd, as 
that would be very remote from the real objective. From all this it follows 
' that the term ‘ yajhapati ’ should be ‘ modified ’. Because [when there 
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are several sacrificers, if the term ‘ Sacrifieer * were used in the singular 
number, the Mantra would speak of the ‘prosperity’ of only one of tliem; 
so that] that individual sacrifice)- whose ■ prosperity ’ would not be spoken 
of, would not be embellished with the embellishment of encouragement 
(which, is what is done by the Mantra) ; — hence it is necessary that all the 
yacrifieers should be spoken of for the purpose of being embellished by the 
encouragement $ — and when ail of them have to be spoken of, the plural 
number must be used [that is, the term * yajhapatim * in the original mantra 
must be modified into the plural form * yajiiapatin ’] 

In answer to the above P&rvapaksti, we have the following Siddhdnta : — • 
Even in a case where it has been enjoined, if it subserves the purposes of some- 
thing else, there should be no modification, as in the case of Injunctions. (Su») ; 
— i.e. even when that which forms part of the sacrifice has been enjoined, 
if it is meant to be done for the sake of something else,— and not for its 
own embellishment, — it is always used in its unmodified form ; and such a 
factor should not be * modified ’ ; because it subserves the purposes of some- 
thing else. That is to say, in the case in question the yajhapati (sacrifieer) 
is spoken of for the purpose of qualifying the ‘ prosperity and the 
4 prosperity * is spoken of for the purpose of eulogising the Ida . — “ How do 
you know this ? ” — It is deduced from the fact of the Mantra in question 
being syntactically connected with the Idopahvana text (Taitti. Sam. 1. 7. 

I. 2), and also from the fact of the Ida being the subject-matter of the 
Context. 

It has been argued that — “The assertion of the ‘prosperity of the • 
sacrifieer ’ is understood as serving the purpose of encouragement, in- 
dependently of the term ‘ Ida ' ; — the meaning being that ‘ those men 
have' been invited who would lead the sacrifieer to prosperity — The 
answer to this is as follows : — Beginning with the words — * Sa yo haivam- 
vidvdn idaya charati the text goes on to say — ‘ atha pratipadyate ido • 
pahulopahutedopasmd idahvaydmi idopahutd — From this it is understood 
that the text of which this forma the beginning is the ‘ Mantra of the Ida 
and in the middle of this Manbra occur the words beginning with ‘ upahutd 
mamisyah * and ending with * yajhapatim vardhdn \ — Thus from this text, 
it follows that the Mantra is to be pronounced for the purpose of ‘invit- 
ing the Ida 1 , and (from its words) it is capable also of ‘inviting the Ida’; 
on the other hand, there is no text to the effect that ‘ the Mantra 
should be pronounced for the purpose of encouraging the Sacrifieer ’ ; 
the Mantra has the capacity to speak of it ; but the mere presence of the 
capacity does not determine the use of Mantras, without the help of actual 
declarations. In doing what we have suggested, the Context, pertaining, 
as it does, to the Ida, becomes duly honoured,- and Syntactical Connection 
with the Ida also becomes secured. — For these reasons, the interpretation 
of the sentence should be— ‘ such men have been invited as are capable of 
leading the Sacrifieer to prosperity ’ ; to this end, all that is necessary is 
that ‘ prosperity ’ should be spoken of as qualified by the ‘ sacrifieer ’ ; 
— so that even if a single sacrifieer has been mentioned, the purpose of the 
said qualification becomes accomplished ; — consequently, there should be 
no ‘ modification 1 . 
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As m the case of Injunctions ; i.e. as in a case where- the Sacrificer is 
enjoined as the subordinate factor, the Injunction becomes fulfilled by any 
sacrificer (one or many, without restriction) ; for example, in the case of the 
Injunction ‘ The Post of Udumhara, -wood should be made as tall as the 
Sacrificer ’, — or * The Sacrificer should start with Shnkra 


Adhik arana (15) : In the c Suktavaka \ which is used in 
making an oblation of the grass-bedding , the term 
i Yajamdna 5 (‘ Sacrificer ’) should be 
modified. 

SUTRA (41). 

In A CASE WHERE HE IS THE PRINCIPAL FACTOR, THERE SHOULD RE 
‘ MODIFICATION 

Bhasya. 

In connection with the Darsha-Purnamasa, the use of the Suktavaka 
has been laid down in the text — * Suktavakena praslaram praharati' [‘With 
the Suktavaka, one should offer the grass-bedding*]; in this connection we 
read — Ayam yajmdna dyurashdste ’ [‘This sacrificer seeks for longevity’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — In the case of an Ectypal 
Sacrifice where there are several ‘ Sacrifieers should the word ‘ yajamdnah ’ 
(Singular) be modified (into ‘ yajamdnah, \ in the Plural) ?■ — Or not ? 

The Purvapaksa view on this question is as follows : — “ The term ■ 
‘ yajamdnah ’ should be used in its unmodified form ; in so doing, the 
indication of the word becomes honoured. Then again, the term does not 
denote anything forming part of the sacrifice; because the assertion that 
‘ the sacrificer seeks for longevity ’ subserves the purposes of something 
else ; as no visible purpose of the sacrificer himself is served by this ‘ seeking 
for longevity ’ ; — it follows therefore that the ‘seeking for longevity * is 
meant to serve some invisible purpose. Under the circumstances, the 
‘seeking for longevity’ as qualified by the ‘sacrificer* becomes accom- 
plished by the mention of even a single Sacrificer as found in the Mantra- 
text ; [so that there is no need for the change into the plural form] ; — just as 
it is in the case of the injunction ‘ The Post of Udumhara -wood should be 
made of the same size as the Sacrificer — so in the case in question also. — 
From all this it follows that the term ‘ yajamdnah ’ should be used in its 
unmodified form.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta — There should be 
change — modification, — in a case where the Sacrificer is the principal factor. 
— “ In’ Vvhat way is the Sacrificer the predominant factor ? ” — There is the 
text — ‘With the Suktavaka, one' should offer the grass-bedding’; now the 
‘ Bedding ’ becomes offered ‘ with the Suktavaka ’, if the Suktavaka expresses 
the means or the fruit of the ‘ offering of the Bedding ’ ; — the fruit of the 
‘ offering ’ has been indicated in the declaration ‘ The Sacrificer is seeking for 
longevity — by means of this act ’ ; and thus it is that the Bedding comes 
to be offered by the Sacrificer. Such being the case, if there is any Sacrificer 
who is not mentioned as the principal factor, then the said offering of the 
Bedd/mg will not have been made by him ; consequently (in a case where 
there are several sacrifieers) it becomes necessary to mention all the 
sacrifieers collectively ; and when all are mentioned, the Plural ending must 
be used; hence there must be modification of the term ‘ yajamdnah ' 
(into ‘ yajamdnah ’). 



Adhikaeana (16) : In the 4 nigada-mantra ’ used in 
inviting the Subrahrnanya Priest , there is to be no 
4 modification 1 of the term 4 karivat ’ 

SUTRA (42). 

It should be regarded as qualified by that (one modification ) 

ALONE ; AS THERE IS NO CONNECTION WITH THOSE THINGS. 

Bhasya. 

There is the Jyoiistoma sacrifice ; in connection with which the 
£ Subrahrnan,ya-nigada ’ has been laid down in the form — ' Indra dgachehha, 
hariva dgachehha, medhdtithcrmesah, etc.’ — In connection with the Agnistut, 
it is laid down that ‘ The Svhrahmanyd is addressed to Agni \ Hence in the 
latter case, when the aforesaid Subrahrnanya -nigada is recited, the term 
* indra' is modified into ‘ agni ’. — Now the question arises in regard to 
‘ hariva dgachehha ’ and other terms in the mantra — Are these to be modified 
or not ? - 

The view that presents itself as the most reasonable one is as follows 
It should be regarded as qualified by that one modification ; — * qualified by 
that ’ — i.e. qualified by the single qualification that ‘there is modification 
of the term indra % — and' the rest of the mantra should be taken as to be 
used in its unmodified form. — “Why so ? ’’—Because there is no connection 
with these things ; i.e. these words have no connection with * these things ’ 
— i.e. with the character of being ‘ harivat ’ and so forth ; that is to say, as 
a matter of fact, the qualities of being ‘ harivat * and the rest do not subsist 
in Indra ; there is no proof for the idea that they subsist in Indra ; even 
though non-existent in Him, they are spoken of as belonging to Him. It is 
only in this interpretation that the words retain their Direct Denotation ; 
in any other interpretation, recourse would have to be had to Indirect 
Indication ; that is, the term ‘ harivat 9 and the rest would, in that case, be taken, 
not as denoting the character of being * harivat ’, but as indicating, through 
that character, some other quality which really subsists in Indra. — It might 
be argued that — “If, as first explained, the terms denote qualities that do 
not subsist in Indra, then they retain their direct denotation and they 
shall not indicate any quality really subsisting in Indra ”. — In that case it 
comes to our own view,--— Hence the conclusion is that the quality (not 
subsisting in Indra) is spoken of (as subsisting) only for the cake of some 
invisible (transcendental) result ; and hence the words must be used in their 
unmodified form. The best explanation therefore is as follows : — The state- 
ment ‘ Indra dgachehha hariva dgachehha, etc.’ imposes upon Indra the 
Equalities of being ‘harivat' and the rest, — the sense being that ‘Indra, 
equipped with these qualities, tends to bring about prosperity’. It is 
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possible for Agni also to be connected with the said qualities in the same 
manner (i.e. by imposition). — Hence we conclude that the words expressing 
those qualities should be used in their unmodified forms. 

The Opponent might argue thus — “ On the basis of this text itself, 
which speaks of the qualities as actually subsisting in Indra, it should be 
understood that these qualities are present in that Deity **. 

Our answer to that is that, even though the qualities are not actually 
present in Indra, the said assertion can be explained as being a mere eulogy (in 
which even non-existent qualities are attributed) ; — just as in the assertion 
‘ Devadatta is Indra, he is Brhaspati ’. 


SUTRA (43). 

[Objection] — “What is urged might be true only if the acts 
(denoted by the qualities in question) were not there ”, 

— if this is urged [then the answer is as given in the 
next Sutra]. 

Bhasya. 

[Says the Opponent]— “ If your view is that ‘the terms “ bar mat ” 
and the rest should be used in their unmodified form’, — then what we 
would urge is that this might have been so, if the acts denoted by the qualities 
in question were not there ,* that is to say, if those qualities did not really 
subsist in Indra ; as a matter of fact however, all these qualities do subsist 
in Indra, having been brought about by his actions. For instance, — (a) 
As regards the phrase ‘ hariva agachchha \ the Bright and the Dark Fort- 
nights are the ‘ Haris’ of Indra, in the sense that by means of those two 
he takes up all things; — (b) Indra has been called ‘ mMhdtitherniesah * 
on account of the fact that having become a ram [mesa), he took away 
Medhdtithi, the son of Kanva ; — (c) Indra is spoken of as ‘ vrmnashvasya 
mine ’ on account of the fact that he loved Menaku, the daughter of Vrsa- 
naslvoa ; — (d) ‘ Oauravaskandan is based upon the fact that having become 
a whAte deer (gauramrgah), Indra drinks the Sotna from the forest.-— These 
words of the text therefore describe qualities that are actually present in 
Indra, Thus the terms ‘ harivat ’ and the rest denote qualities that actually 
Subsist in Indra ; and hence they should be taken as pronounced with a 
view to bring about the idea of Indra ; so that there is no need for 
assuming any transcendental result. — Thus the meaning of the text, 
would be as follows — ‘ O Indra, please come — You, who are endowed with 
the qualities of being Harivat and so forth \ The Indirect Indication 
involved in this interpretation is certainly more acceptable than the assump- 
tion of a transcendental result (involved in the Siddh&nta view). — From all 
this it follows that the terms ‘ harivat ’ and the rest should be modified.” 
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SUTRA (44). 

[Answer] — Not so ; because the words serve a different 

PURPOSE. 

Bhasya. 

It eannot be as has been suggested. As a matter of fact, the terms 
4 harivat ’ and the rest serve a different purpose ; that is, they serve the 
purpose of eulogising Indra ; it is for the purpose of eulogising him that 
Indra is addressed as ‘ Harivat ’ and the rest ; as we have already explained 
above. And for the purpose of eulogising, the same terms could be applied 
to Agni also. 

It has been argued that “the qualities spoken of are actually present 
in Indra, as indicated by such assertions as that 4 the Purvapaksa and the 
Aparapaksa are the two Haris of Indra and so forth ’’.—But this is not 
right. Assertions like these do not predicate the actual presence of the two 
Haris in Indra; as the sentence is construed as 4 the Bright and the Dark 
Fortnights are the Haris of Indra'', because in support of the assertion, 
a reason is adduced 4 since by means of these, he takes up all things’;— 
but it is not known that Indra takes up all things by means of the two 
fortnights ; and it is only a well-known fact— and not one that has itself got 
to be proved — that can serve as a reason. As for the well-known 'fact that 
the two fortnights take up — i.e. destroy— -all things, in the sense that all 
things finish in time [and the two Fortnights only represent Time], — in 
this sense there is no difference between Indra and Agni; as in that sense, 
the words are applicable to Agni also. 

If it be held that — “ the words actually predicate the fact of Indra 
being one who takes up aU things ( hartr ) ”, — then, in that case, there would 
be a syntactical split ; as it would be necessary to predicate also the fact 
that ‘these two are Indra' s Haris ’. — If this is not predicated, then the 
incongruity urged above remains there — that is, there is no difference 
between Indra and Agni. — If it be held that 44 what are predicated are the 
Dark and the Bright Fortnights as belonging to Indra, — and these two being 
Hari, Indra comes to be spoken of as Harivat ”, — then the objection urged 
before remains — that the fact adduced as a reason is not well known at all. 
—Then again, the text contains the term 4 vai which is never used in 
connection with what is predicated; as it has been found to convey the 
sense of what is said being well known ; for instance, in such expressions as 
* na vai strendni sakhydni santi ’ [‘ There is no friendship with women 

Similarly, as regards the expressions 4 MMhatitherme$ah ’ and the 
rest, all this has the appearance of a statement of historical facts ; and if 
they were taken literally in that sense, then it would imply that the Veda 
(as represented by these expressions) has had a beginning in time ; and 
this would bo highly objectionable. — If it be said — “ Be it so [the Veda 
may have had a beginning in time] ”, — then, in that case, no authority 
would belong to it, and hence the statement regarding 4 the ram of 
Medhdtithi, the son of Kanva ’ need not be accepted as true. — Then again. 
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throughout the passage what is enjoined (and predicated) is the Pfigada- 
mantra j hence if anything else also were taken as predicated, there would 
be a syntactical split. 

From all this it is clear that the qualities spoken of do not subsist in 
Indra, and hence the words, not denoting anything subsisting therein, 
should be used in their unmodified forms. 

This conclusion however is not accepted by the Ya/jnik-as (Persons 
learned in sacrificial lore) ; as they do modify the words in question — 
reading the mantra, in the ease of the Agnistut, as \Agna dgachchha rohi- 
tdshva vrddhabhdno dhumalceto jatavedo vicharsana \ 



Adhikarana (17) ; [As embodied in the same SuVras 42-44 
interpreted differently]. 

There is to be no 'modification in the mcmtra ‘ Tasyai 
sbrtaw., etc. : 

Bhd&ya. 

We are citing another text (as to be- dealt with by the same Sutras 
as the above). — 

There is the Sadyaska sacrifice ; in connection with which it is said — 

‘ Sdndastri/mtsah sormkrayanah ' p The Soma, is bought with a calf which 
is entire and three years old ‘J ; at the primary sacrifice however the Soma 
is bought with a heifer one year old : in connection with this heifer it is 
declared—* lyann gmih, tayd pe krmanri, tasyai shrtam, tasyai sharah, tasyai 
dadhi, tasyai mastu, tasyd dtahchanam, tasyai, navanitam, tasyai ghrtam, 
tasyd dmiksd, tasyai vafisuim ’ [‘This is the cow. with her I buy thee: hers 
the Boiled Milk, hers the Cream, hers the Curd, hers the sour Cream, hats 
the Curdled Milk, hers the Butter, hers the Clarified Butter, hers the 
Curdled Pieces, hers the Whey’]; — this same rruvntra comes into the 
Sddyaska in accordance with General Law (that ‘ the Eetype is to be per- 
formed like the Archetype’). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is ‘ modification " to be 
made only in place of the term ‘ go 3 (changing 1 kjam gcmh ' into * ctyatn 
vatsah and the rest of the words are to be remain as they are ? — Or are 
they all to be ‘ modified ’ ? 

On this question, the view that presents itself as the most reasonable 
one (set forth under Su. 42) is as follows The ‘ modification ’ in the form 
of the Mantra should appertain only to what is denoted by the term ‘ go ’ 
(* Cow ’) ; the rest of the words beginning with ‘ Tasyai shrtam ’ should be 
used in their unmodified form; because there is no connection between the 
things denoted by these latter -—boiled milk and the rest — with the one-year- 
old heifer; ids the simple reason that the heifer is only one year old, and 
the one-year-old heifer yields no milk ; so that the words in question denote 
things that do not subsist in the heifer either ; and hence in connection with 
the ‘ entire calf’ also they should be used in the same unmodified form. 

To this the following objection has been raised (in Su. 43) — “ You 
seem to think that the words ‘ Slvrtam ’ (‘ boiled milk ’) and the rest denote 
things that do not subsist in the ane-yea/r-old heifer. That might have been 
so, if the qualities spoken of (as implied by the words in question) did not 
subsist in the one-year-old heifer at all; as a matter of fact, however, all that 
is spoken of is Ukefy to appear in the /heifer after some time ; in the case of 
the &nbvre-calf on the other hand, there is absolutely no possibility of its 
ever appearing at any time. Through referring to the qualities expected to 
appear at some future time, the words would be taken as serving the 
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purpose of commending (the heifer) by the assertion that * she would yield 
the Boiled, Milk and other things 5 . — Hence the words in question should 
not be used (at the Sadyaska) in their unmodified forms.” 

This objection is answered in Su. 44, as follows: — What has been just 
urged cannot be right: The words in question must be used in their 
unmodified forms ; all that is denoted by the words cannot subsist in the 
one-year-old heifer, simply because she is only one year old ; it might be 
said that “they are going to appear in her after some time ”r— that might 
be said of the * Entire Calf ’ also ; as a milch cow might be bom through 
that calf and this cow could yield the Milk , etc . — From all this it follows 
that the words in question should be used in their unmodified forms. 



Adhikabana (18) : The ‘ Adhrigu-praisa-mantm \ — 

‘ Direction ’ to the Adhrigu Priest — is to he 
omitted in the case of the Ewe dedicated 
to Sarasvati. 

SUTRA (45). 

[Sxddhanta] — From among the animals to which the same Injunc- 
tion is applicable, the ■ Ewe dedicated to Sarasvati ’ 
should have no connection (with the mantra), — 

BECAUSE THE MANTRA MENTIONS ONE PARTICULAR ‘ 

gender (Masculine) and the ‘ Ewe ’ is 
Feminine. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the Jyotistoma sacrifice, in connection with which certain, 
animals have been spoken of (as to be killed)— ‘ The animal dedicated 
to Agni should be killed at the Agnigtoma,— the animal dedicated to Indra- 
Agni, at the Uhthya, — the animal dedicated to Indra- Vrsni, at the Qodashin, 
— the Ewe dedicated to Sarasvati, at the Atiratra \ — In connection with the 
Agnisomiya (animal dedicated to Agni-Soma), there is the following mantra 
known as the ‘ Adhrigu-praisa ’ (Direction addressed to the Adhrigu Priest , 
who is also called the ‘ Shamayitr ’, the Quarterer of the animahs body) — ‘ 
‘ Upanayata medhyddura ashdsdnd mMhapatibhydm mendha 5 (Taitti. 
Brahmana 3. 6. 0. 1). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Should the Adhrigu 
praisa be pronounced in connection with the Ewe dedicated to Sarasvati ? 
— Or not ? 

[An objection is raised against the question] — “ The said Mantra has 
been enjoined in connection with the animal dedicated to Agni-Soma [which 
is the Archetype of all animal-sacrifices], and as such it is admissible in 
connection with all the animals, in accordance with the General Law relating 
to Archetypes and Ectypes ; [so that the said question cannot arise at all] ’V 

Answer — It is a hypothetical discussion that we have here, on the 
basis of the notion that the same injunction applies equally to all the 
animals. 

The answer to the question which appears to be most reasonable is as 
follows : — From among the animals to which the same Injunction is applicable, 
the * Ewe dedicated to Sarasvati ’ should have no connection with the Adhrigu- 
praisa. — “ Wby ? ” — Because the Mantra mentions one particular gender; 
the Adhrigu -praisa-mamtr a has indicated the animal as belonging to a 
particular Gender (Masculine)— in the concluding words of the Mantra— 

‘ Prdsmai agnim bharatd', where the Masculine term (‘ asmai ’) has been 

5 
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used ; while the 4 Ewe dedicated to Sarasvatl ^ is a female ; — and the pronoun 
in the Masculine cannot stand for a female ;• — hence the conclusion is that 
the Ewe dedicated to Saraavati ha.fi no connection with the Adhrigu-praisa- 
mantra. 

SUTRA (46). 

[Opponent's view ]— -“In fact,, what, is spoken of is 4 animal 5 in 

GENERAL ; AS THAT IS WHAT IS ENJOINED ; AND IT IS THE CLASS 
4 ANIMAL 5 IN GENERAL TO WHICH THE MASCULINITY 
PERTAINS.” 

Bhasya. 

The term 4 vd* in reality ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
in the foregoing Sutra. 

44 It is not true that * the. Ewe ''dedicated ’to Sarasvatl ■ has no connection, 
with the Adhrigu-praim ; because as a matter of fact, the Adhrigu-praim 
is to be pronounced in connection; with the said Ewe also .-—- 4 Why ? 
.'Because of the Context ; all the animals have been mentioned in -the. same 
Context ; in fact, it is on the basis of tins understanding that the whole of 
this, hypothetical discussion has been started ; consequently the mantra 
becomes connected also with the Ewe dedicated to Sarasvat it'.~-It has been 
argued that ‘ this would not be right, as the mantra makes use of a particular 
Gender But this is not right ; because what is spoken of is the. aniinal in 
general ; what is in close proximity to the Masculine pronoun (‘ asmai ’) 
is the class 4 animal ’ ; and it is this which would be spoken "of (referred to) 
in the words of the mantra-*—' Prasmai agnim bharatd pashave -and it is 
this what is enjoined. The masculinity too of the pronoun (‘ asmai ’) is 
what is denoted by the common term 4 animal ’ ; — and this class -character 
of 4 animal ’ is present in the Ewe also ; so that when the pronoun would 
be used (in the mantra pronounced in connection with the Ewe) it would 
stand for the generic term ‘animal’ (which includes the J?we also). ,—rIn 
this way, the indication of the Context would be duly honoured. — -From 
all this it follows that the Adhrigu-praiga should be connected with the 
4 Ewe dedicated to Sarasvatl 

SUTRA (47). 

[Opponent's objection answered ] — As a matter of fact, it is a partkjo- 

LAR ANIMAL ; AS THAT IS THE THING SIGNIFIED BY THE WORD. 

Bhasya. 

The term 4 m ’ implies the rejection of the view just set forth. 

It is not right to say that the 4 Ewe dedicated to Sarasvatl' ' should 
be connected with the Adhrigu-praim ; what is right is the other view — that 
it should not be connected. — *“ Why ? ” — Because it is a particular animal, 
as that is the thing signified by the word ; what the term (‘ asmai ’) is capable 
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of signifying is a male, while the tiling in question — the Ewe — is female ; 
and a void in the Masculine Gender cannot signify a female. So that the 
right view is what we explained at the very outset (under Su. 45) ; all that 
remains to be done is to point out the incongruities in the view of the 
Opponent. 

SUTRA (48). 

But what is really signified is the class ‘ animal — the woed 

BEING ONE AND THE SAME.” 

BMsya. 

It has been argued (under Sfl. 46) that— the word wou|d be taken as 
referring to the class ‘ animal ’ ; the "ward-, ’signifying the class ‘ animal ’ and 
the indimiwd ■ animal, • being' one and the same; hence the. Ewe could he 
connected with the words of the Mantra— Prdsniai, etc.’ 

This argument has got to be refuted [and this is going to be done in the 
following Sutra] — 

SOTRA (49). 

IN REALITY, IT SHOULD. BE AS WE HAVE EXPLAINED ABOVE ' 
BECAUSE OF PROXIMITY. 

BMsya. 

It should be as we have explained above ; — that is, the * Ewe dedicated to 
Sarasvati ’ should have no connection with the Adhrigu-praisa.- — “ Why ” ?— 
Because of the reason already explained, — -that is, the other view is in- 
compatible with the gender of the word used in the mantra. 

It has been argued that— ‘ [in the event of the Mantra being used 
in connection with the Ewe] the pronoun (‘ asmai ’) could be taken as 
correlated to the term 1 animal ’ (which signifies animal in general) ”.— • 
This however is not possible; — -why ? — because of proximity ; i.e. the 
Pronoun always stands for what is in close proximity to it; — so that the 
Mantra should be connected with that thing which is verbally in close 
proximity to it and it is only when there is no -such thing there as is 
equipped with the same gender and other characteristics as the Pronoun 
itself — that it is taken as standing for w^hat is in close proximity to it materi- 
ally. By reason of • this .. proximity* the pronoun can stand for an individual 
endowed with only one qualification (that of gender) ; hence on account of 
proximity, there is only one generic factor (that of Masculinity) that is 
accepted as signified, and not any other generic entity in the shape of the 
class ‘ animal’ and the like. Hence when the term ‘ animal ’ is actually 
pronounced, the term would abstract the class ‘ animal ’ from the Individual, 
and we can have the construction * asmai pashaveA ; when, on the other hand, 
the word ‘ animal ’ is not pronounced, the pronoun ‘ asmai ■ comes to bo 
expressive of the particular gender only. — Hence it follows that the Mantra 
in question has no connection With the - Ewe dedicated to Sarasvati 
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This is a purely hypothetical discussion ; hence it is not necessary to 
explain the purpose served by it. In fact, this is a discussion which supplies 
the instance where use is made of the consideration of the question as to 
whether the accessory details relating to animals appertain to the Agrmomiya 
animal only, or they are common to all the animals. If the accessories 
belong to all in common (dealt with under 3. 6. 31 )— then the 4 Ewe dedicated to 
Sarasvatl ' is not connected with the Adhrigu-praisa ; — on . the other hand, 
if the accessories appertain to the Agnisomiya .animal only, then the 
Adhrigu-praisa becomes connected with the Ewe, but in the modified form 
(the Masculine Pronoun being changed into the Feminine one). — It is not 
necessary to explain the purpose of what is itself a purpose. 
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Adhikarana (19) : In the ‘ Yajndyajmya Sdman \ the 
term c ird' > should be used in place of the term 
‘ gird 

SUTRA (50). 

[Siddbanta] — In a case where the 'Veda itself lays down a form 

DIFFERENT FROM WHAT OCCURS IN THE VEDIC TEXT, THERE 
MUST BE MODIFICATION, BY REASON OF THAT 
DECLARATION. 

Bhdsya . 

There is the Jyotistoma sacrifice, laid down in the text — Desiring 
Heaven, one should perform the Jyotistoma sacrifice ’ ; — at this sacrifice, 
the y djilayajhiya-sdman [i.e. the verse 4 Yajhdyajhdvo agnaye gird gir-d ha 
dakgase \ ( Vajasaneya-Sam . 27. 42, Smna-Veda-sarhhitd 1. 35) set to music] 
is sung in connection with this Sdnum, it is laid down — * One should not 
pronounce the words gird-gird , if the IJdgdtr priest pronounces the words 
gird gird, he swallows himself,— hence the Sdman should be sung by changing 
gird into ird . 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is one to use the term 
4 ird ' or the term ‘ gird ’ [the two forms being regarded as optional 
alternatives] ?— Or should one use the term 4 ird ’ only ? 

The view that presents itself as the most reasonable is as follows 
In a case where the Veda itself lays down a form different from tohat occurs in 
the Vedic text, there must be modification ; that is to say, the Veda lays down 
the use of the term 4 ird ’ which is different from the term 4 gird \ which 
latter is what occurs in the Vedic text, dealing with the Jyotistoma ; and 
inasmuch as the form * ird. ’ has been particularly specified, it should set aside 
the form 4 gird * which occurs only in a general way. 

SUTRA (51). 

[The Opponents objection to ihe Siddhanta view]— 11 In reality, 

BOTH FORMS SHOULD BE USED, BECAUSE THE REASON IS THE 
SAME ; HENCE AS SERVING THE SAME PURPOSE, THE 
TWO FORMS SHOULD BE TREATED AS 
.'OPTIONAL ALTERNATIVES.” 

Bhdsya,. 

The term 4 vd ’ (‘ in reality ’) implies the rejection of the view set 
forth above. 

' “The use should not be restricted to the word — both forms 

should be used ; tltat is, both the forms may be used.— 4 Which two forms ? 


i486 shaBara-Bhasya: 

— The form ‘ ird ’ and the form ‘ gird 5 ; — because the reason is the same ; 
the word ‘ gird ’ occurs in the Veda, and it is tmderstood that the Jyotwtoma 
sacrifice should be accomplished by means of the Sdman' in which t hat word 
occurs; — and it is also understood that the sacrifice is to be accomplished 
by means of the ward 1 ird ' (as used in the Sdman ) ; — so that both these 
words serve the same purpose ; — i.e. the one, as well as the other, is used 
for the purpose of eulogising; — hence the two words — ‘ ird ’ and ’gird ’ — 
should be treated as optional alternatives.'''’ 

SUTRA (52). 

[Objection — concluded] — “Also because, the Saman has been 

ENJOINED.” 

“The Siddhdntin says — ‘ The two' words do not stand on the same 
footing : the word ‘ gird ’ merely occurs in the Vedic text, while the word 
is enjoined as to be used’.— This is not right; — why ?- — because the 
: Sdman has been enjoined; the use of the Sdman has been enjoined in the 
text 4 They sing the Yajnayajhiya and the Y ajhuyajhiya~voT&e contains 
the word 1 gird’ ; so that when the verse has been enjoined, the word 
‘ gird ’ also becomes enjoined.— From all this it follows that the two words 
should be treated as optional alternatives,” 


SUTRA (53). 

[Siddhdntin'’ s answer to the Opponent’s objection] — In reality, there 
SHOULD BE RESTRICTION ; BECAUSE OF THE SPECIFIC VEDIC 
TEXT ; THE OTHER WOULD BE TREATED LIKE THE 
‘ NUMBER SEVENTEEN. ’. 



In reality, the use should be restricted to the word ’ ird “ Why ? - 

Because oj the specific Vedic text; the use of the word ‘ ird ’ has been laid 
down by the specific Vedic text — ‘ It should be siing by changing into ird ’ ; 
while the term ■ gird ’ is spoken of ■ only in a general way ; and as such how 
could it be related to the Sdman to be sung’ ? In fact, the word ‘ gird ’ 
merely occurs in the text,— it is nowhere enjoined as to be used; that it is 
to be used can only be assumed on the basis of the Presumption, that 
unless the word were uttered the Sdman could not -bo formed; in the case 
of the word ‘ ird ’ on the other hand, that it should be used is directly 
enjoined in the Veda itself ; and when the Sdman required would be accom- 
plished with this enjoined word ‘ird’, there would be no'* ground for the 
presumption of the use of the word ‘ gird 

Question — “ In that case, where would there be room for the form 
’ which occurs in the text as the ordinary form ? ” 
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Answer — The of her would be treated Uke the. ' rmmhor seventeen '. — It is 
true that, the form ‘ yira ’ is laid down In the ordinary text ; and .it could 
he treated like the number ‘seventeen’; that is, just as the number 
4 seventeen ’ (in connection with th£ Sdmidhmts) finds room in the Eetypal 
sacrifices (as explained under Sfi. 3. «. 9), so could the form ' grrd ' also 
iind room in the Ectypal sacrifices. 




Ad hik aba na (20) : The word ‘ if a * should be set to music. 


SUTRA (54). 

[POrvapaksa] — “ The word being different, as it does not appear 

IN A FORM SET TO MUSIC, IT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS ENJOINED 
TO BE USED EXACTLY IN THE FORM IN WHICH IT IS 
MENTIONED.” 

Bhasya. 

In connection with the Yajnayajmya-Sdman sung at the Jyotistoma 
sacrifice, we read — ‘ One should not pronounce the words gird gird, — if the 
Udgatr-priest were to pronounce the words gird gird,, he would swallow 
himself, — hence one should sing the Saman by clanging gird into ira’ ; — 
and it has been settled that at the Jyotistoma, one should use the word 
‘ ira 5 in place of the word * gird \ 

The question that arises now is — When the word ‘ ira ’ is used, should 
it be used as set to music ? Or without being set to music ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ When we 
find that the word mentioned in the Veda (i.e. ‘ ira ’) is different from the 
word * gird ’ (which is what is found in the original Mantra- text), — we 
assert that the word ‘ ira ’ should be used without being set to music. — 
Why ? — -Because it does not appear in a form set to music ; the form in which 
the word ‘ ira ’ has been enjoined is not one set to music ; and every word 
should be used exactly in the form in which it has been. enjoined. — ‘It is 
not true that the word * ira ’ has been enjoined in a form not set to music ; 
in fact, it has been enjoined by means of a nominal affix (the word used being 
diram which is derived from ird with the an affix), by which a parti- 
cular accent becomes indicated ’.—It may be that there is a particular 
accent ; but no such musical syllables as ‘ d-i ’ and the like have been laid 
down (which would mean that the word is meant to be set to music) ; in 
fact, the nominal affix (‘an’) has been added to the term l ird' in its simple 
(unmodified) form ; whence it follows that the word should be used in that 
simple unmodified form (without being set to music). — It might bo argued 
that — ‘ the use of the simple form of the word as it stands is not what is 
meant to be enjoined’. — Our answer to this is that there is no reason in 
support of the idea that such use is not meant; while in support of the 
idea that such use is meant we have this fact itself that it is in that simple 
form that it is mentioned in the text. — From all this it follows that the 
word ‘ ird ’ should be used without being set to music.” 
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SUTRA (55). 

[SxddhInta] — In bea^ity, that same music should apply (to ‘ era 5 ) 

WHICH IS POUND IN' THE WORD IN WHOSE PLACE THAT WORD 
IS USED ; BECAUSE THE IMPORTANT POINT IS THAT THE 
WORD SHOULD BE DIFFERENT. 

BMsya. 

The term ‘ vd ’ (‘ in reality ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above. 

That Wferd (‘ gird ') in whose place the word ‘ i/rd ’ is used, — -the music 
of that same word should be applied to the word ‘ ird'. — “Why?” — 
Became the important point is that the 'toord should be different. In the 
declaration that ‘ the word ird is to be used, in place of the word gird 
the important factor is that the. word should be different,— not that that 
word should be used in a form not set to music. In fact, the form of 
verbal expression used in the enjoining of some peculiarity of the word 
‘ if a 5 would be entirely different from that used in the enjoining of the 
word ‘ ird ’ itself. The form in which the injunction is actually found is — 

‘ One should sing the Sdman after having adopted a modification in the form 
* of the word ird * ; so that what is enjoined is simply the' word ’’•ird — not the 
word as apart from music ; — -as all that is said is that * one should pronounce 
the modification in the form of the word ird ’ , not that of the word ‘ if i/rd ’ ; 
and this idea has been expressed by means of the nominal affile (in the term 
‘ airam ’) ; and the nominal affix does not provide the idea that ‘ the modi- 
fication in the form of the word * ird' which is to be used should be one not 
set to music ’ ; — it is only subsequently that the. nominal affix would express the 
idea that ‘the modified form should be used and this is what comes to 
be reiterated ; the sense being that ‘what is enjoined is what is denoted 
by. the basic noun ird \ Thus what the injunction is meant to lay down 
is that a different word (from ‘ gird') should be used, — and not that that word 
should not be set to music ; in fact, being set to music is only a ‘ modification ’ 
of the word, and it is ‘ modification •’ in general that is laid down by the 
Injunction. 

SUTRA (56). 

Also because it is actually connected with singing. 

BMsya. 

The connection of singing is there ; the text ‘ Udgeyamd ird chd ddksdsd 5 
clearly shows that there is singing of ‘ ird \ 

StJTRA (57). 

“ It may be mere assertion ”, — if this is urged [then the answer 
would be as given in the following Sutra]. 

[Says the Opponent] — “If you think that the text quoted indicates 
singing, — then you are wrong ; it is not so ; in fact, the text ‘ Udgeya md 
ird. etc. * ma y mean mere assertion.'' 


SUTRA (58). 


That cannot be ; because that is the principal factor. 



What lias been urged is not possible ; because in the text quoted, 
is the principal factor. — “ What is the principal factor ? ’’—-The word 
-iiplX is the principal factor; as that is what is laid down ; music is not the 
princfpgl factor; as that is not what is laid down,— as we have already 
©^plained. So also the commendation that is found is that of the word 
‘ ira ’, not of the music — The text ‘ Irdmaham yajamdne dadani, etc.’ contains 
a commendation of the word ‘ ira \ not of the music, — From all this it 
follows that the word ‘ ira, ’ should be used as set to music. 

Question — “ What is the use of all this discussion ? We do not perceive 
apy difference (between the two views) 

Answer — This discussion is of use in the case of another text — ‘ One 
should not say pra-pra, one should sa y pra-pn ’ ; in the case of this text, if 
the Purvapaksa view is right, one might use either the phrase ‘ pra-pra ’ 
or ‘ pra-pri ’ ; while, if the Siddhdnta view is right, one must use the word 
* pra-pri \ 


Mad of Pada i of .Adky&ya IX. 



ADHYAYA IX. 
pada ii. 

Adhikabasta (l) ; It is % ‘ music ’ that is called 
‘ Soman -u ; : 

S0TRA (1). 

[Pubvapaksa]— t£ Some people regard the^antra as ‘ SIman 
ON THE QROTJNB OP * Sm$TI ’ AND ‘ TEACHING 

Bhapya. 

There are the Sdmans — named (1) * raihantara \ (2) ‘ brhat', (3) 
‘ vairupa (4) ‘ vairaja \ (5) ‘ sh&kmra \ and (6) ‘ raimta in connection, 
with the mantras ‘ Ahhi tvd shura nonwnah, etc.’ (Bgveda, 7. 32. 22) and 
others. 

In regard to this, there arises the following question — Does the name 
‘ Saman ’ apply to these mantras as sung ? — Or to the music (to which the 
mantras are set) ? 

Objection against the question — “It has been already decided, under 
Sutra 2. 1. 36, that ‘ the name Saman is applied to the music ’ ; [why then 
should the said question be raised again ?] ”. . 

Answer — Under Discourse II, the subject being considered was the 
injunctive potency of the verb contained in a Mantra, — and when the 
doubt - arose as to the existence of mantras at all, it became necessary to 
prove their existence, and to that end the definition of ‘ mantra * was provided 
in the form that ‘ The name Mantra is applied to those texts that are ex- 
pressive of the said assertion of things connected with prescribed acts ’ (Su. 
2. 1. 32) ; — then, in view of the text ‘ Ahe budhniya rmntram ms gopdya 
yamrsaydstrayivMa viduh rcho yajurhsi samdni — where the three kinds of 
mantra, Rk and the rest, have been mentioned,- — it became necessary to 
make a distinction among Mantras, — and it was in that connection that 
the definition of ‘ Saman ' was provided under Su. 2. 1. 36 — ‘ The name 
Saman is applied to the music’. [This has been done there only by the 
way, and the said definition was not meant to be a definite statement to 
the effect that it is the music, and not the mantra as set to music, that is 
called ‘ Saman ’], — On that occasion no special consideration was given 
to the specific question as to whether the name ‘Saman' applies to the 
mantra set to music itself,— because whether it applies to 

one or the other, it remains distinct from the other two kinds of Mantra, 
the #k and the Yajus ; so that the threefold division remains intact-; and 
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there was thus no need to investigate the further question regarding the 
more precise connotation of the term ‘ Sdman \ On the present occasion, 
on the other hand, inasmuch* as the operation in connection with the 
mantra set to music would be distinct from that in connection with the music, 
an attempt is made to find out the exact connotation of the term. 

“ But this also is well known that the term ‘ Sdman ’ connotes the 
act of singing.” 

The answer to this is that the same fact is again reiterated, for the 
purpose of reminding people of it, with a view to introducing the further 
question — It being well known that the name ‘ Sdman ’ applies to the 
music, the further question arises — In the music, are the verses ( mantras ) 
the predominant (primary), or the subordinate (secondary), factor ? [This 
is dealt with under Sii. 3 to 13.] 

Says the Questioner—" For the purpose of reminding people of a well- 
ascertained fact, it is not necessary to bring forward the contrary view; 
for instance, there is no need for recalling the (Purvapaksa) theory that 
4 the name Sdman applies to the mantras ’ [as has been done in the 
present Sutra] 

The answer to this is as follows The contrary view (Purvapaksa) 
also has been set forth here only for the purpose of reminding people of the 
Siddhdnta view ; so "that what people are reminded of is the fact that (on 
the former, occasion) having put forward the Purvapaksa view, that ‘ it is 
the mantra-text set to music that is called Sdman it has been finally settled 
that * it is the music that is called Sdman \ — And this being already known, 
it becomes necessary to consider the further question — -In the music, are 
the verses ( Mantras ) the predominant, or the subordinate, factor ? [If 
the mantra set to music is Sdman, then the Mantra is the predominant factor, 
while, if it is the music that is Sdman, then the Mantra is the Subordinate 
factor]. 


On this question then, the Purvapaksa view is as follows: — “Some 
people think it is the mantra as sung (set to music) that is Sdman. — On 
what grounds ? — On the ground of ' Srnrti ’ and 4 teaching ’ ; — there are 
Smrti-texts to the effect that 4 The mantra sung is Sdman ’, and the revered 
Vedic Teachers also impart the same teaching to their pupils. — [Objection] 
— ‘ If what the Smrti-text says is the same, as what is taught, then the 
teaching cannot be regarded as a separate ground (reason) \ — [Answer] — 
True ; then we shall explain the 4 teaching ’ in a different manner : the 
4 teaching ’ (referred to in the Sutra) is that contained in the text — 4 Ahe 
budhniya mantram me gopdya.yamrsayastrayividd viduh rcho yajumsi sdmdni 
where it is made clear that Sdman is a kind of Mantra ; here thus we have 
the 4 teaching ’ to the effect that the name 4 Sdman ’ applies to the mantra 
(not to the music) ; and from this 4 Teaching ’ we conclude that it is the 
Mantras that are Sdman. ^ 
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SUTRA (2). 

[Siddhanta] — The incongruities involved in this view have 

BEEN ALREADY EXPLAINED. 

Bhdsya. 

The incongruity involved in the above view has already been explained 
under Discourse VII (Pada ii), that in connection with the text ‘ Kavatisu 
rathantaram gdyati as there can be no space in the verse, it would bo 
necessary to have recourse to the indirect indication of either place or 
characteristic details [ Bhdsya on Su. 7. 2. 21]. — From all this it follows that 
the name ‘ Sdman ’ applies to the music , not to the mantra-texts set to 
music. 


Adhikarana (2) : The ‘ Uha-iexts ’ should he regarded as 

1 human 5 in their origin. 

Bhdsya. 

Sutras (1) and (2) may be explained . in the following manner as 
representing the following Adhihararyx 

There is the ‘ U ha-text — ‘ Kaydnashchitra dbhuvat, etc.’ (Samaveda, 
Sam. 1. 169 and 2. 32) ; in regard to this the question arises — Is this text 
scriptural and eternal 1 Or is it one that has been thought out and sung 
(by men) ? 

The Purvapaksa (set forth in Sutra 1) is as follows Some people 
think that the— ‘ Uha-sdman ’ texts are mantras and as such scriptural 
and eternal. — On what grounds - On the ground of ‘ Smrti * and ‘ Teaching ' ; 

there is the Smrti — to the effect that the texts are mantras and hence 
scriptural and eternal, and they impart the same teaching to their pupils. — 
Objection : ‘ The Smrti and the Teaching are the same (and hence the two 
should not have been mentioned as two reasons) ’.—True ; hence we are 
quoting another ‘ teaching ’• — in the shape of the Brahmana-declaration, 
‘ Uhashchildrsitah ’ the term ‘ chilcirsitah ’ means what is desired, — the affix 
‘San* (which is present in the term ‘ chilcirsitah ’) having been laid down as 
having the desiderative force ; and the V ha-text could be ‘ desired ’ only if 
it were equal to the Veda, and not the conscious work of an author ; on the 
other hand, if it were composed by an author, it could not be trustworthy, 
and hence not ‘ desired ’ as to be used at the sacrifice ; — and yet we find the 
term ‘ chiMrsitah ’ used in the Brahmana-text quoted (in reference to the 
Vha-text) ; hence the ffha-text should be regarded as eternal.” 

The Siddhanta (as set forth in Su. 2) is as follows: — What lias been 
just set forth declares its own incongruity ; in explaining the grounds for 
your view, you have yourself declared its weak point — viz. : the statement 
‘ OhashchiUrsitah ’ ; this means that ‘ the tjha-text is meant to be made ’ ; 
and this can be said only of what is not eternal. — It has been argued that 



‘the term childrmia means desired , the affix San having the • desiderative 
fore© . — -The answer to this is as follows — It is true that the term means 
desired,— but what it means is that, that which is made to bring abdut what 
is desired is itself desired to be made ; and for this reason the t) ha-text must 
be non-eternal. — As for the argument that — “it should be regarded as 
eternal, on the ground of Smrti ”, — such a Smrti has no authority, 
having, as it has, a visible source. There is the declaration that ‘One 
should sing the Rathantara on the Kavati-ve arses’; and it is from this 
declaration of ‘transference’ that we derive the first notion that on the 
basis of reasoning, the singing of the Sdman should be done in this manner ; 
and it is on this first notion that the Smrti (referred to by the Purvapaksin) 
is based ; and as such, it eannot be regarded as authoritative ; and hence the 
Uka-text must be regarded as the work of man (non-eternal). 

“ What is the purpose served by this discussion ? ” 

According to the Purvapaksa what is contrary to reason would also 
be authoritative ; while according to the Siddhanta, what is contrary to 
reason eannot be authoritative. 


Adhikarana (3) : The ‘ Sdman ’ is an ‘ embellishment ’ 

0/ Fcrse. 

SOTEA (3). 

[PObvapaksa— cowfo'nited!] — “ Verily it shoxju) be regarded as a 
Pbimaby Act ; because thebe is the sign of the 
Injunction.” 

Bhdsya. 

The same Sdmans are the subject-matter of this discussion , also. — In 
regard to these it has been settled that it is the music that is called. 

‘ Sdman *. The question that arises now is — In reference to the vtttt&t 
(set to music), is the Music the Primary or the Secondary factor ? 

Objection — “It has been already decided that what the terms 5 
denotes is an act of embellishment (which must be the secondary-factor}— 
under Su. 7. 2. 13.” 

Ansioer -Trne ; but here we start with objecting tc that conclusion,--— 
and here also the final conclusion will he the same. 

In answer to the question raised, the view that presents itself as the 
most reasonable is that, — in accordance with the Adhikarana referred to 
(i,e. Su. 7. 2. 13), the. Music must be regarded as an. act of embellishment (and 
hence secondary). 

Against that view, we have the following view [which is the Purvapaksa 
of the present Adhikaraim] — “ What is called ‘ Sdman ’ should be regarded 
as a primary act. — 1 What is the reason for this ? ’ — Herein is present 
the sign of the Injunction of a primary act,— in the shape of the Accusative 
Ending in ‘ Rathantaram gayati ’ [where ‘ rathantara ’ is the name of a 
particular Sdman] ; — hence it should be regarded as a Primary act. — Then 
again, the singing (music) is done at the time of the performance of A 
sacrifice ; — if then the music be held to be an * embellishment 1 of the offering- 
material, — -then, inasmuch as that material has been already ‘ embellished * 
(before the commencement of the sacrifice), it could not be ‘ embellished 1 
by yet another invisible ‘ embellishment ’ during the time of the perform- 
ance; for example, what is already smooth cannot be smoothed again, 
or what is 'already ground cannot be ground again. For this reason, the 
act (if it is to be an ‘embellishment 1 ) would have to be regarded as to be 
done at a time when the sacrifice is not being performed,— -just as in the 
case of the Fires ; [and this would be incompatible with the fact that the 
singing of the Sdman is done during the performance of the sacrifice]. 
— In accordance with our view, on the other hand, being itself a Primary 
act, the singing would bring about its own result; and hence there would 
be no incongruity in the singing being done at a time other than, that of the 
performance of the sacrifice. — Then again, it has been enjoined that— 
‘ Having taken up the observances on the Full Moon Day of the month of 
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Shrdwna, on© should carry on Vedic Study for four months and a half ’ ; 
and the singing (of the Sdman) would be conducive to the result of these 
observances ; under any other view, the Result, mentioned in connection 
with the men (taking up the observances), would have to be assumed as 
following from those observances themselves (which cannot be right). — 
For this reason also, the singing should be regarded as a Primary act/* 

'SUTRA (4). 

[Purvapak^a — continued]— “ It has the verse for its substance.— 

SUCH BEING THE DIRECT DECLARATION AS IN THE CASE OF 
THE 4 PAKAYAJSA 

Bhasya. 

“ Our Opponent argues as follows: — You say that the singing is a 
Primary act ; but in reality, it cannot be a Primary act ; because it brings 
no fijjiit ; if a fruit were assumed, it would mean the assumption of some- 
thing unheard of; hence the singing should be regarded as subordinate to 
the sacrifice. If it is not so subordinate (and if it is a primary act by itself), 
then (we ask) what is that Substance, in reference to which the singing 
would be a primary act ? ’—Our answer to this is as follows : — It has th G 
verse for its substance ; in regard to the singing, the Perse takes the place 
of the 4 substance ’ ; that is to say, just as the * substance ’ helps in the 
accomplishment of an ordinary act, so does the verse help in the accom- 
plishment of the singing ; and hence in reference to the verse, the singing 
is a primary act ; as an accomplished entity is always mentioned for the 
sake of that which is to be accomplished.— ' But how do you know that 
the singing has the verse for its substance ? ’ — We learn it from direct 
declaration ; there are such declarations as ‘ Ifrchi saina gay at i ’ (‘ Sings the 
Sdman in the verse’) ;■ — just as in the case of the Pdkayajhas, such sub- 
stances have beeii declared as ‘ Ldjd ’ (Fried grains), ‘ Dhand ’ (Parched 
grain), ‘ Tandula ’ (Rice), ‘ Ajya ’ (Clarified Butter), — so, in the case of 
the singing, the substance is the ‘ tfic ’ (Verse).” 

SUTRA (5). 

[POrvapaksa— concluded] — “ Nor is there anything incongruous 

IN ITS ‘ ABSENCE ’ IN, AND 4 TRANSFERENCE ’ TO, ANOTHER 
SUBSTANCE.” 

Bhasya. 

“ Says the Opponent— ‘ That particular verse which has been declared 
to be related to the Singing may be the substance of that singing ; but 
when there is another substance, or when there is transference (of one 
Sdman) to another substance, — how can this other substance be regarded 
as the substance of that Sdman ? [For instance, the verse ‘ AbMt/od slvOra, 
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etc.’ is the declared substance of the Rathantara Sdman; — how then can- 
that same Rathantara , when sung in connection with the verse ‘ Kayo, nash- 
chitra, etc.’ — be said to have this latter verse for its substance ?] — Chir 
answer to this is as follows : — There is 'ho incongruity in this ; Sdman is- 
more music, the substance is only what is declared to be the means of 
accomplishing that music ; and this substance has been laid down in 
the most general form- (‘ sings the Sdman in a verse \ no special verse being 
specified) ; so that when any particular substance, (verse) is specified (as 
pertaining to the singing), this special substance naturally sets aside the 
idea of substance (verse) in general. As a matter of fact, it is the mere 
music, apart from the substance (verse), which is called ‘ rathantara ’ or 
‘ brhat ’ ; so. that there is no incongruity at all. — From all this it follows that 
the Sdman (Singing) is a primary act.” 

StJTRA (6). 

[Siddhanta] — Rut it cannot be so ; because it subserves the 

PURPOSE OP THE WORDS. 



The term ‘ tu’ (‘ but ’) serves to reject the view set forth above. It 
cannot be true that the Sdman (singing) is a primary act ; it should be 
regarded as a secondary act.— “ Why so ? ” — Because it subserves the purposes 
of the word ; the Sdman (Singing) is clearly perceived to be something helpful 
to the words ; inasmuch as when the Sdman is uttered, the syllables of 
the verse become distinctly uttered : And this perceptible result being 
there, it is not necessary to assume an imperceptible (transcendental) 
result [which would be necessary if the Sdman (Singing) were a primary act], 

SUTRA (7). 

Also because the words serve a different 

PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

The words too (of the verses) serve a different purpose ; i.e. — they 
serve the purpose of praising ; from such texts as ‘ Ajyaih stuvate ’, 

‘ Prsthaih stuvate ■ [‘They praise with the Ajya [Sdman); they 
praise with the Prstha [Sdman) ’], it is clearly understood that 
what is enjoined here is Praising by means of the syllables of the verse 
which are pronounced distinctly (in the Singing). Thus then, though the 
verse clearly serves the purpose of praising, it would have to be assumed 
— under the Purvapaksa view — to subserve the purposes of the Sdman 
(Singing) ,- while there is no authority for any such assumption. — For this 
reason also, the Sdman (Singing) should be regarded as a secondary factor, 
6 
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SUTRA (8). 

Further, there would be ho connection with the Act, 
as (according to the POrvapaksa) the two terms 
would have different connotations. 

Bhasya. 

For the following reason also, the Saman (Singing) should be regarded 
as u secondary factor. — 44 For what reason ? ” — There would he no connection 
— of the Saman, with the Praise (involved in the Hymn) ; because if (as held by 
the Purvapaksin) the Saman were the primary factor, then it would be the 
Praise that would have to be taken as laid down as appertaining to the 
Saman, — and not the Saman as appertaining to the Praise ; — and this would 
militate against the declaration — ‘ Brhat prstham bhavati, Rathantaram prstham 
bhavati 5 [where ‘ brhat ’ and ‘ rathantara ’ are the names of Saman, and 
‘ prstha ’ is the name of the Praise or Hymn] ; — what this declaration 
really lays down is that ‘ the Prstha, Hymn, is one of which the J Rathantara 
(Saman) is tho qualifying factor ’ and 'this could be possible only if the 
Saman were taken as subserving the purposes of the verse ; as in that case 
the Saman confers a perceptible benefit upon the Prstha (Hymn-Praise) in 
that it clearly brings out its words. Now this would be possible only if the 
terms 4 rathantara ’ and 4 prstha 5 were co-substrate and if they connoted 
the same thing ; if they had different connotations, then there would be 
no connection. [In the sentence 4 Rathantaram prstham bhavati ’, according 
to the Purvapaksa, the term ‘ rathantara ’ connotes the Miisic (Saman), 
and the term ‘ prstha * connotes the Praise-Hymn ; so that, both being 
primary factors, no co-substrateness or 4 apposition 5 between these two would 
be possible. According to the Siddhdnta, on the other hand, the term 
4 rathantara * indicates 4 that of which the Rathantara-Saman is a qualifica- 
tion and thereby it is easy to secure its 4 apposition ’ (co-substrateness) to 
the Prstha, the Praise-Hymn], — From this it follows that the Saman 
(Singing) is subordinate to (i.e. a qualification of) the verse. 

SUTRA (9). 

[Objection] — 44 If it were an 4 embellishment it would be done 

APART FROM THE SACRIFICIAL ACT,— LIKE THE FlRE -INSTALLA- 
TION ; AS IT WOULD HAVE BEEN ALREADY DONE.” 

Bhasya. 

It has been argued (under Su. 3) that — 44 If the Singing were an 
embellishment of the verse it would have to be regarded, — like the rite of 
FirednstaUation — as to be done at a time other than (i.e. before) that of 
the performance of the sacrifice, — because it would have been already done 
[and hence need not be done again during the sacrificial performance] — 

This has got to be refuted ; [and this refutation follows in the following 
Sutra}— 
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The use op the wokds (during the performance of the sacrifice) 

WOULD HAVE BEEN REGARDED AS NOT TO BE DONE, ONLY IF 
IT WERE IMPOSSIBLE TO DO IT. 

Bhdsya. 

(o') If the singing done before the sacrificial performance could continue 
till the time of that performance, and did not cease,— then it would ham 
been regarded as not to he done again (at the performance) [as happens in 
the case of the Fire-installation ; the Fire having been installed before the 
sacrificial performance, continues to exist at the time of the performance, 
and hence the installation is not done again] ; — or (6) if it were impossible 
to do the singing again at the time of the performance,— then too it would 
ham been regarded as not to be done. — As a matter of fact, however, it is quite 
possible for the words that have been sung (before the sacrificial perform- 
ance) to be used (sung) again. Consequently the words could very well 
be used (sung) again at the time of the performance, on the ground that, 
as used at another time, they do not help in the performance at all; and 
hence there would be nothing wrong in it. 

StTRA (11). 

Also because it rests upon it. 

Bhdsya. 

Then again, there is a text which clearly indicates that the singing 
rests upon (is to be done at) the time of the sacrificial performance : There 

is the declaration — ‘Having touched the Post made of Udunbara wood, 
the Udgatr -priest, without leaning upon it, sings which means that ‘ the 
Priest does the singing after touching the XJduwbara Post , which is at the 
•centre of the Sodas’ and this clearly shows that the singing is to be 
•done in the Sadas (which can be done only during the sacrificial performance). 
— Thus there is no reason for assuming that the singing should be done, 
like Fire-installation, before the sacrificial performance. 

SUTRA (12). 

**■ But it is actually done ”, — if this is urged [then the answer is 
as given in the next $££ra]. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued (under Su. 3) that — “ Vedie study is carried on 
•during four months and a half, and it brings about its own fruit [so that 
the Sdmasinging done apart from the sacrificial performance would bring 
its own fruit]*’. — This has got to be refuted (which we are going to do in 
the following Sutra) — 
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SUTRA (13). 

It is done foe the purpose of being uetarnt. 

Bhdsya. 

The singing (done apart from the sacrificial performance) cannot bring ( 

about its own fruit ; as this supposition would involve the assumption of a 
transcendental result. ; while we actually perceive a distinct purpose (served 
by the Sama-singing , or Vedic Study , done apart from sacrifices) ; it is this — 
the teacher recites the texts near the Pupil, with the view that the Pupil 
should learn them; — the Pupil continues to recite them with a view to 
retain them in his memory ; and this learning and retaining in memory of 
the texts are for the purpose that these texts would be used at sacrificial j 

performances. It is just like the case of (a) the man who draws the figures 
of the chariot on the ground, or ( b ) of the pupil who performs Sham-sacrifices. 

(a) The former draws the figures of the chariot on the ground and 
demonstrates the manner of using the chariot, with the view that he would 
be able to do it more efficiently in actual warfare ; — (6) similarly the Pupil 
engages himself in Sham-sacrifices, in order to attain efficiency in practice, 
which will make him efficient in the actual performance. — Similar should 
be the ease with Sama-singing [i.e. it is done apart from sacrificial perform- 
ances for the purpose of acquiring efficiency which will be of service at the 
actual performance]. — Thus then, when, it is possible to explain it on the 
basis of a perceptible result, there can be no justification for regarding 
Vedic Study (or Sama-singing) as bringing about invisible (transcendental) 
results. 

From all this it follows that the Sama-singing is an act of embellishment 
(of the Verse that is sung). 



Adhikarana (4) : In the triad of verses , the whole 4 Sdman ’ 

should he sung with each verse. 

StJTRA (14). 

[PCbvapaksa — continued] — “It should be spread over the three 

VERSES, — BECAUSE SUCH IS THE DECLARATION OF THE VEDA.” 



In connection with the Jyotistoma, it is said — ‘ Tasmadekam sama 
tridie kriyate. stotnyam ’ [‘ One Sdma-singing is done with the Triad, of verses, 
by way of Praise ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is the singing (of the Saman) 
to be spread over all the three verses ? Or should the whole Sdman be 
sung with each verse ? 

The Purvapaksa view on this question is as follows : — ■’ “ The Sdma- 
singing should be spread over all the three verses. — ‘ Why ? ’ — Because 
such is the declaration of the Veda ; — the Veda declares that ‘ One Sdman 
is sung with the Triad of verses’, where the number ‘three’ appears in 
connection with ‘ verse as an accessory of the accomplishment of the Sdma- 
singing ; such being the case, if people were to begin and finish the Sdman 
with one verse, then they would not make the number ‘ three ’ a factor 
in the means of accomplishing the Sdman ; in fact, what would be accom- 
plished would be what is qualified by the number * one * only and this 
would be contrary to the said Vedic declaration.— -For instance, when it is 
said * Hang this Jar on the three pegs ’, the Jar is hung over all the three 
at one and the same time, and not on each of the pegs by turn. Similarly 
should it be done in the case in question. 

“ Says the Opponent — ‘ But there are such assertions also as Devadatta 
eats at three homes, where succession is meant, not simultaneity ; because 
the assertion is made even in cases where the man eats at the three houses 
one after the other ; — the same should be the case with the Sdfm-singing 
also ’. 

"The answer to this is as follows : — In the sentence cited, the number 
‘three’ has not been mentioned in connection with the act of eating, — -if 
it had been so, then alone it could be as suggested ; — as a matter of fact, 
howeyer, the number ‘ three ’ is connected with ‘ house ’ — i.e. ‘ at three 
houses’, hot at ‘two houses’ or at ‘one house’. In a case where the 
number is mentioned in connection with the accomplishment of the act of 
eating, the man has to be fed simultaneously. In the case in qxiestion, 
however, the number ‘three ’ is connected with the verb ‘ kriyate ’, 
(‘ sings ’) ; so that the number cdrnes to be predicated of the act (of singing) ; 
— in this way what the injunctive word enjoins is something which is 
, spoken of by the same word [the Injunctive word 1 kriyate \ ‘does’, as 
taken along with ‘ three ’, enjoins this ‘ three ’ in reference to the ‘ singing ’] ; 
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— otherwise, in any other construction, what the sentence would lay down 
would he the bringing about of the connection between the * verse ’ and of 
the number (‘three’); and this would be a far-fetched construction. For 
these reasons we conclude that the number (‘three’) has been laid down 
in connection with the accomplishment of the Saman. 

“The Opponent rejoins — e In the case in question, the number thre& 
is related to the word verse ; for if there were no such relation, there could 
be no compounding (between these two terms — as there is. in the com- 
pound trcha) 

“The answer to this is as follows: — We do not say that these two 
terms (‘three’ and ‘verses’) are not related; they are of course related, 
and there is (therefore) compounding also ; but this compound word (‘ trcha ’) 
is employed in the accomplishment of the Saman. Thus then, what is 
expressed by the term * three ’ and what is expressed by tjie term ‘ verses’ 
both come to be laid down for the 6 accomplishment ’ (* doing *), not for 
the ‘verse,’ ; so that the' meaning of the sentence is — ‘ The Sama-singing 
should be done, accomplished, — thus the verses become three, not less 
According to the other view, it would be the repetition (of the singing) that 
would be connected with the number ‘ three ’ and in that case the expres- 
sion ‘ Sama hriyate ’ (‘ does the Sama-singing ’) would have to be taken in a 
figurative sense ; that is, the ‘ doing of Sama-singing ’ would have to he 
taken in the sense of ‘ does the repeating 

“ From all this it follows that the singing of the Saman is to be spread 
over all the three verses.” 

SUTRA (15). 

[R0rvapak§a— continued] — “ Because what the word d-enotes 
is ‘ modification V* 

Bhasya. 

“For the following reason also we conclude that the Sdman-singing 
should he spread over all the three verses.- — ‘ Why i ’-—What is denoted by 
the name ‘ Saman ’ is a modification, — i.e. a quality of the verse. If then 
this ‘ modification ’ is spread over all the three verses, then many syllables 
remain unmodified (as only a few become subject to modification) ; and 
thus the injunction (of the use of the verse) becomes honoured (more than 
it would he if the Saman were sung with every one of the verses). — Hence 
it follows that the singing should be spread over all the three verses.” 

SUTRA (16). 

[PtfKVAFAKSA — concluded] — “ [A Vedic text] also indicates this 

SAME CONCLUSION.” 

Bhasya. 

“ There is the following text — ‘ Sk (Verse) said to Saman (Music) — let us 
pair off ; Saman answered — Thou art not fit to be my wife ; dost thou know my 
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greatness ? — $k became two and they said the same ; — then Saman 
answered — You two are not fit for being my wives ; do you know my 
greatness ? — Then JRk, became three and 'said — let us pair off Saman 
replied — let us do it ’.—This shows that when it is said that ‘ One Saman 
is to be sung, as Praise, with the triad of verses ’, — neither one yerse nor 
two verses serve for the Sama-singing in praise, they do so only when they 
are three. This clearly indicates that the singing is to be spread over the 
three verses 

SUTRA (17). 

[Siddhanta] — In pact, as the sentences are distinct, there should 

BE COMPLETION WITH EACH SENTENCE ; BECAUSE THE 
* EMBELLISHMENT ’ IS POR EACH. 

Bhasya. 

The particle * iu ’ (‘ in fact ’) serves to set aside the view set forth 
above. 

What are spoken of as * three ' verses ’ are three distinct sentences ; 
every one of these three verses accomplishes the>. praising by means of the 
whole set of the words composing it; and it is not along with any 
other verse that it praises anything; and it is by becoming subordinated 
to the Verse that the Saman helps it in doing the prevising. Under the 
circumstances, if the singing of the Saman were spread over all the three 
Verses, then the Saman would be of no help to the Verse in doing the 
praising ; because the Sama-singing is not made up of parts nor is any- 
thing praised by a group of Verses, — where the said group could do the 
praising in connection with the Saman. So that it comes to this, that the 
Verse does the praising, but it is not connected with the Saman (according 
to the Purvapaksa), — while the group of Verses is connected with the 
Saman, but it does not do any praising. On the other hand, if the entire 
Sama-singing is done with each of the three Verses, the praising comes to 
be done by words connected with the Saman ; and thus the embellishment 
done by the Sama-singing serving the purpose of bringing about the praise, 
the whole of the singing should be done with each of the three verses. 

SUTRA (18). 

There IS AN INDICATIVE TEXT ALSO POINTING TO THE 
SAME CONCLUSION. 

Bhasya. 

There is a text which, though directly meaning something else, 
indicates the same conclusion — ' One introduces the singing with eight 
syllables in the first verse and with two syllables in the next two yerses ’ ; 
here the introducing of the singing in the various verses is spoken of as 
diverse (which can be possible only if the s'mg'mg is separately complete in 
each verse by itself). — Then again, there is the text — 4 His last Hymn-verse 
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is one, he should take up that one and then sing % — which indicates a 
difference in regard to the Udgitha ; and from this also it follows that the 
singing is to be done with each of the verses. 

Even in cases where only half-verses are sung, the singing should be 
done to the verse ; — in the half -verse, the sentence remains incomplete, 
while in the case of the whole verse, it becomes complete.— -In cases where 
the singing is done to the quarter-verse, the singing is- to be done to the 
quarters only ; because in this case the sentence is complete in the quarter ; 
e.g. the quarter — c gosthe vdshisthah'. The upshot of all this is that the 
Sdma-singing should be completed with that much of the verse as contains 
a complete sentence ; in some cases the sentence is complete in the quarter- 
verse, sometimes in the whole verse, and sometimes in the half -verse also ; 
so that the singing should be done according as the sentence is complete. 

SUTRA (19). 

The injunction of singing ‘ in one breath ’ also points to the 

SAME CONCLUSION. 

Bhasya . 

The injunction of singing ‘in one breath ’ also is possible only under 
our view; the injunction is that ‘One should sing in one breath', — this 
‘ singing in one breath ’ is possible only if the singing is completed with 
each verse,— it could not be done if the singing were to be spread over 
the three verses. 

Further, at the time of Vedic study, the singing has to be completed 
with each verse ,* — and the practice (of the singing) is to be done at the 
time of the Vedic study, with the view that there should be efficiency at 
the time of the performance. Under the circumstances, if, at the time of 
the performance also, the singing were done ,to each verse, — then alone 
would there be any justification for this being done in course of the Vedic 
Study.- — -From this also it follows that the Saman should be sung with each 
verse. 

SUTRA (20). 

The other declaration (that the PUrvapak§in has quoted) would 

BE FULFILLED BY REPETITION. 

Bhasya. 

In support of his view the Purvapaksin has cited the declaration — 
‘ Therefore one Sdma-singing is done with the Triad of verses ’.—But this 
should be understood as ftdfiUed by repetition — i.e. by being done to each 
verse by turn. Because this text does not speak of the verse as serving 
the purpose of accomplishing the Saman. Consequently it cannot be said 
that ‘the term three shall qualify the verse which is the means of accom- 
plishing the Saman'. In fact, the Saman is spoken of clearly as sub- 
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ordinate to (qualification of) the Hymn-praise, — in such texts as — 
‘ Rathantamm prstham bhavati, brhat prstham bhavati' ; and the most 
reasonable course to be adopted under the circumstances appears to be that 
the singing should be done to each verse. The number {three) is connected, 
not with the ‘ accomplishment of the Sdman ’, but with the verses ; and 
as this could not be done in any other way, repetition becomes indicated,— 
the idea indicated being that ‘ the Sdman should be repeated over the three 
verses \ Just as, when it is said that ‘ Devadatta should be fed at three 
houses the number ‘ three ’ is connected with ‘ houses and repetition 
of the act becomes indicated, — so should it be in the case in question also. 

From all this it follows that the whole singing should be done with each 
of the verses. 



Adhikarana (5) : The 1 Saman should be sung over verses 

belonging, to the same metre . 

SUTRA (21). 

The repetition of the SIma-singing should be done over verses 

OF THE SAME METRE. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the Jyotistoma sacrifice laid down, in the text—' 1 Desiring 
Heaven, one should perform the Jyotistoma sacrifice’ ; in connection with 
that sacrifice, it is declared — ‘ Therefore one sings a Saman over the triad 
of verses ’.—In regard to this, it has been decided that the complete Saman 
should be sung over each verse. 

Now another question arising in this connection is — Should the singing 
be done over verses which may belong to the same metre or to different 
metres (at option) ? — Or should it be done always over only those belonging 
to the same metre ? 

The Purvapaksa view presenting itself is that — “ There being no hard 
and fast rule on the subject, there should be no restriction 

As against this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — The Saman should 
be sung over verses of the same metre, — not over those of diverse metres. 
— “ What would be the advantage of this V ” — The advantage would be 
that there would be no ‘ cutting off ’ and ‘ shortening ’. That is to gay, 
if we were to take up verses of metres shorter than the metre of the original 
verse (to which the Sama-musio has been set), then we would have to ‘ cut 
off ’ the music (as the number of syllables would be too small to take up 
all the music to which the longer-metred verse has been set) ; — on the other 
hand, if we were to take up verses of metres longer than that of the original 
verse, then the music would have to be ‘ shortened ’ (i.e. it would be too short 
for the large number of syllables in the verse). So' that in either case, there 
would be going against authority. — If, however, we were to take up verses of 
the same metre as the original verse, then there would be no incongruity. — 
From this it follows that the singing should be done over verses of the same 
metre. — Then again, the application of the adjective ‘ three ’ would be right, 
only if all verses belonged to the same metre; because it is only when some 
things of the same kind are spoken of that a numerical adjective is applied to 
them. 

StJTRA (22). 

Also because we find indicative texts, 

Bhdsya. 

We find a text also pointing to the same conclusion — ‘ Sthdlydm sakt/n 
avadhiyate , sambhavati Uydhuh, yadbrhad gayatrisu krrya.il rkl vendntaruj cti/i 
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Hi na chasyam sambhavati ’ [‘ Flour is put in the dish ; they say it is all right f 
when the Brhat-Sdman is sung in connection with the Gdyatn-metre, the 
verse suffers a clipping within it ; and thus it is not all right ’] this text 
speaks deprecatingly of the singing done to verses of diverse metres ; and 
thereby implies that it should be done to verses of the same metre. 


ABHYA.YA IX, PABA I, ADHIKARANA (12). 1467 

taken out of their Context on the basis of Indicative Power, they could 
certainly set aside the limitations of the Context 

Answer — It is case-endings accompanying the terms ‘ Savitr ’ and the 
rest that make these terms adjectives qualifying something else ; the 
denotation of the basic nouns however remains the same ; and as this is 
expressed by the direct denotation of the term, it naturally sets aside what 
is merely, indicated by Indicative Power. What Indicative Power does is 
to transfer the terms to another Context where Savitr and the rest do 
actually appear as deities, — this transfering being done on the understanding 
that the expressing of the meaning of the basic noun could only be for 
the purpose of mentioning the Deity,-— on the ground that these deities 
do not figure in the sacrifice ( Darsha-Purnamdsa ) that forms the subject- 
matter of the Context.— On the other hand, what the Direct Denotation 
of the case-ending does is to show that what is expressed by the basic 
noun is a qualification of something else ; and this something else is (the 
Saerificer) spoken of by a word in the Context itself (as explained above). 
Direct Denotation is always more authoritative . than Indicative Power. 
Hence the terms in question cannot be taken out of their Context. 

Says the Opponent — “ If the terms ‘ Savitr ’■ and the rest stand for 
the Saerificer, then why should there be no modification of them at the 
Sattra (where there is no Saerificer apart from the officiating Priests) ? 

Answer — The sentence is meant to serve the purpose of worshipping, 
not that of permitting (the Priests ) ; the worshipping of the unworshipped 
is something that ought to be done ; it serves a visible purpose. As for the 
permitting, that has already been done by the Saerificer when he appointed 
the Priest ; so that the doing of the same thing over again could only bo 
taken as serving some unseen purpose. — Then again, in the expression 
1 juslam nirvapdmi 5 the verb ‘ nirvapami ’ denotes the doing of worshipping ; 
—the phrase ‘ savituh prasave ’ speaks of the permitting which has already 
been done, for the purpose of qualifying something else ; in fact, even 
without the permitting, the Priost would certainly perform the offering, 
which is expressed directly by the word (of the text, ‘ mrvapami ’ ) ; but 
no saorifi.ee is anywhere spoken of as to be performed by a priest who has 
not been worshipped.. — Thus then, inasmuch as the terms ‘ Smitr ’ and the 
rest are meant for the purposes of ivorslvipping , they should not he ‘ modified 



Adhikarana (6) :■ In the case of the injunction- ' Uttaray- 
or gdyati \ the two verses taken should be such as 
occur in the ‘ Uttard 9 section of the Veda . 

StJTRA (23). 

The character of * Uttar! which is based on a certain condi- 
tion, SHOULD BE UNDERSTOOD AS SUBSISTING IN THE VERSES 
OCCURRING IN THE * UtTARI * SECTION ; BECAUSE 
OF IMMEDIATE SEQUENCE. 

BMsya. 

In connection with the Jyotistoma, we read — ‘ Rathantaramtstta — - 
myorgdyati, brhaduttarayorgdyati, kavatisu rathantaram gdyati, yad yonydm 
gdyati tadut tar ay nr gdyati’ [‘ One sings the Rathantara over the two Uttar a 
verses ; one sings the Brhat over the two Uttard verses ; one sings the 
Rathantara over the Kavati verses ; what one sings over the original verse, 
that he sings over the Uttard verses ’].? — Now, it has been understood (in 
the foregoing Adhikarana) that a Saman should be sung over verses belonging 
to' the same metre as the * original’ verse. — The question arising next is— 
May the Saman { Rathantara ) which is laid down in this passage as to 
be sung over the ‘ Uttard ’ (Latter) verses be sung (optionally) either over 
the two verses that follow (and as such are * Uttard ’, ‘ Latter in relation 
to) the basic verse, or over those two verseB that occur last (and as such 
are ‘ Uttard ‘Latter’) among the three verses occurring in the ‘ Uttard * 
section of the Veda ? Or should it be sung over the latter only (i.e. only over 
the two out of the three verses occurring in the Uttard section of the Veda) ? 
[Of the verbal Vedic Text of the Sdma-singers , there are two sections called 
Ohhandas ’ and *• Uttard ’ ; the * Ohhandas ’ section contains only those verses 
that form the ‘ origin ’ or ‘ base ’ of the various Sdmans ; while the ‘ Uttard ’ 
sectie*\*pontains hymns consisting of three verses each ; of these three verse%,the 
first one is one of those ‘ basic ’ verses that are contained in the Ohhandas section, 
and the other two verses are distinct from those ‘basic’ verses. — Now, the 
passage quoted lays down the singing of the Rathantara-Sdman over the ‘ Uttard 
verses —The terra * Uttard ’ means ‘ Latter \ Under the ■ Ohhandas ’ section of 
the Veda, the ‘ basic ’ verse of the Rathantara-Samah is ‘ Abhi tod shura nonumah 
etc- — and this is followed by the ‘basic’ verses of the other Sdmans, — such 
verses, for instance, as ‘ Tvamiddhi havdmahS etc’ ; so that the two basic verses 
that occur after the verse ‘ Abhitvd shura etc.’ might be regarded as ‘two 
Uttard (Latter) verses ’ in relation to the said verse ‘ Abhi tvd etc.’. — Under the 
‘ Uttard’ section of the Veda, however, the verse ‘ Abhi tvd shura etc.’ is followed 
by verses (‘ Na tvd vd amyl etc.’) which are entirelydifferent fromthose that 
follow it under the ‘ Ohhandas ’ section; so that, in accordance with the * Uttard ’ 
section, these other verses (‘Nairn etc. ’) would be regarded as * Uttarq’ (‘latter’) in 
relation to the verse ‘ Abhi Mi etc.’ — The question to be considered thus is that, 
when it is laid down. that ‘The Rathantara is to be sung over the two Uttard 
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verses should it be sung over the verses * Tvamiddhi hctvdtnaM etc.', according 
to the text of the ‘ Chhandas ’ section? Or should it be sung over the verses 
1 Na tvd etc. ’ according to the text of the ‘ Uttara ’ section ?] 

On this question, the Purvc^mksa view is that, “ since there is no 
scriptural injunction laying down any restriction, there should be no 
restriction [i.e. the Sdman may be optionally sung over two verses of either 
of the two sections] ”. 

Against this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — The character of being 
‘ Uttara ’ is based upon a certain condition, and carl belong to only those 
verses that are found in the ‘ Uttara ’ section, — “ Why ? ” — Because of 
the (‘ Uttara which can apply to verses contained in the section of 

that name), and also because it is the verses contained in the ‘ Uttara ’ 
section that form the subject-matter of the Context. 

Says the Opponent “ Syntactical Connection is always more authorita- 
tive than both Name and Context ; for this reason it has to be concluded 
that there can be no restriction in the matter ” 

Answer — Relative terms do not denote anything at all, except in 
reference to another term (to which they are relative) ; — this other term 
therefore is always needed; — and such a term can only be one that is in 
the same Context as, or one that is in close proximity to, the relative term y 

otherwise the sentence would be incomplete and as such meaningless. — 

On the other hand, when a term is the name of a certain thing, then it 
does not need another term,— its complete denotation being obtained 
from the term itself.— Consequently, in the ease in question, the term 
£ Uttara, * should not be taken as a relative term (meaning ‘the latter*), 

it should be taken as a name by itself ; and in the ease of names, there 

is no need for the proximity of another term (as there is in the case of 
relative terms). 

SUTRA (24). 

Thebe is repetition of it, as it denotes one single unit. 

Bhasya. 

As a matter of fact, the Sdma-singing should be repeated over those 
same verses that occur in the Uttara section ;— it is only thus that the term 
‘ trcha * (verse-triad) comes to be denotative of one unit ; people apply 
the term ‘ verse-triad ’ to a single unit consisting of a genus and indivi- 
duals (i.e. they use it as a ‘ Common* noun) ; it is in this sense that it has 
been declared that ‘a number always refers to a particular set of indivi- 
duals ’ ; if it were not so, then, all numbers would apply to all things, and 
there would be an end to all usage. 

From all this it follows that the term ‘ trcha * (‘ verse-triad*) applies 
to those three verses that have the same metre and fhe same ‘ deity ’ ; 
so that in the case in question the verses taken up should be those that 
occur in the Uttara section. 


Adhikauana (7) : (By another interpretation of Sutras 
21-24). The singing of the 4 Trishoha 5 is to be 
accomplished by the repetition of ike *Atija- 
gaM* verse. 

SUTRA (21). 

[Purvapakra]— ' “ The repetition or the Sama-sinoing should be 

DONE OVER VERSES OF THE SAME METRE.” 

Bhdsya. 

There is the Drfirlashaka-sfiCTifice laid down in the text — One should 
offer the Dmdnshdha for one who desires offspring 5 ; — on the fourth day 
of this sacrifice there is singing of the Trishoka-Saman, which has for its base 
a verse in the AttijatjaH metre, — this verse being ‘ Vishvdh prtnnu ahhi- 
Mntaram ate .’ ; this verse forms part of the ‘verse-triad 5 of which the two 
following verses are in the Brhatl metre— viz. : (1) ‘ NemlnnarnanU chah- 
sasd etc. 5 and (2) ‘ Samlrn rebhdso asvarannindrarn etc'. 

The question that arises is — When the Trishoka is to be sung over 
the Atijaggti-triad ■ — should it be sung over the first of the said verses, which 
is in the Atijagatl metre (i.e. the verse ‘ Vishvafy prtana etc. 5 ), and the two 
other verses, which also should be of the same metre, should be brought 
in from elsewhere (as those occurring along with the said verse are not in 
that same metre) ? — Or should these same verses in the Brhatl metre be 
taken up, and the Sdman should be sung over these same, even though 
they are not in the same metre as the basic verse ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that — “ Tn order to avoid the contingencies 
of ‘cutting off 5 and ‘shortening 5 , two other verses in the basic Atijagatl 
metre should be brought in and the Sdma-singing should be repeated over 
these same, which would be uniform with the first verse of the triad 55 . 

SUTRA (22). 

[PfjRVAPAKSA — concluded ] — * ■ Also because we find indicative 

TEXTS.” 

Bhdsya . 

“ People quote the following text also as indicative of the same con- 
clusion : ‘ Atijagatisu stuvanti — ‘ What is there in this that indicates the 
said conclusion ? 5 — It is the Plural number in ‘ atijagatisu 5 [which can 
be justified only if there are three verses in the Atijagatl metre, and this is pos- 
sible only in accordance with the Purvapakaa, by which two additional 
verses in this metre are brought in from elsewhere].— From this it follows that 
the two additional verses in the Atijagatl metre are to be brought in from 
elsewhere.” 
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SUTRA (23). 

[Siddblanta] — The ghaeacteb op ‘ Uttaba which is based oh a 

CERTAIN CONDITION, SHOULD BE UNDEBSTOOD AS SUBSISTING 
IN THE YEBSES QCCUBBING IN THE ‘ UTTABA ’ SECTION ; 

BECAUSE OE IMMEDIATE SEQUENCE. 

Bhasya. 

The verses to be taken should be* those indicated by the actual text 
of the Uttard-section [where the verse-triad is found to contain the first 
verse in the Atijagati- metre and the other two- in the Brhati -metre] ; as it is 
these two verses that follow in immediate sequence to the Atijagati verse ; 
— specially because Shruti (the Vedic Text) is more authoritative than 
Syntactical Connection ; — hence it follows that the two verses in the Brhati - 
metre are to be taken up for the singing of the Sdman, — and none others 
are to be brought in from elsewhere. 

SUTRA (24). 

Thebe is to be repetition oe it as it denotes one Single unit. 
Bhdsya. 

It is only when the above is done that the term ‘ Verse-triad 1 becomes 
applicable to the Trishoka, which thus cornea to have the same deity ; 
for this reason also no other verses are to be brought in from elsewhere. 

Says the Opponent : — “ We have put. forward the text ' Atijagatisu 
stuvanti * as indicative of the Pwrvapaksa view; since the plural number 
in the term ‘ atijagatisu * indicates the presence of more than two Atijagati 
verses [while in the verses as they stand there is only one Atijagati verse]. 
— This argument has got to be refuted.” . 

The answer to this argument is as follows : — -There should he repetition 
of it, — i.e. repetition of the $odashm ; in view of the text ‘ Bkavimshah 
sodashi the Sodashm has to be repeated twenty-one times’ ; which means 
repetition of the Trishoka ; so that there being seven repetitions of the 
Atijagati, the plural number becomes quite explicable. 



At htttc aran a (8) : The 4 Bathantara * is to be sung over 

verses obtained by interlinking the 4 Brhaii ’ and the 
4 Pahkti ’ verses. 

SUT^A (25). 

In ,W»AT IS OBTAXKSB BY INTEEUNKXNU [SHOULD B3fl 

USED FOE THE SINGING]. ’ • ' 

BM$ya. 

In. connecftion with the JyoUsUmut, w © read — 1 Brhat prsthmn bhcevati 
rathanlaram prstham bhcwati * [where the singing of the Brhat-Sdman and the 
Bathantara -Sdman is laid down] ; — the basic verse of the Bathantara-Sammi 
is the verse ‘ Abhi vd shura eto . which is in the Brhatii metre; — and the 
versa which follows it (and is. its Uttar a ’) is — 4 No tm vamawyo dmyo etc. % 
which is in the Pahkti metre. — As for the Brhat-Saman, its basic vers© is— 
‘ Tvamiddhi havamahe etc. \ which is in the Brhaii metre ;- r -and its ‘ UUard * 
verse is-r-‘ Sa tvannashehitra etc. ’> which is in the Pathkti metre. — Now, in 
regard to these two Sdmans — Bathantara and Brha fv— *it has been laid down 
that they are sung over Divergent metres, — as is dear from the declaration 
to the effect that — ‘ Verily neither the Brhat nor the Bathantara is confined 
to one metre, — in the case of each of these, the -first verse is of the BfhaM 
metre and the other two are of the Kakup metre \ 

the question that aris^ here is — Should the singing be don© after 
bringing in two verses of the Kakup metre from elsewhere [there being no 
such verses in the verses connected with the particular S&vncm] f — Or should 
the first verse in the Brhaii metre and the second verse of the Ptmhkti ipetre 
he so interlinked as to yield the third verse in the Kakup metre, and the 
singing thus made to be one in whioh the UUard verse is in th© Kakup 
metre ? ■ ‘ . 

On this question, the Purvapakpa view is as follows ; — “Two original verses 
in the Kakup metre should be brought in from elsewhere. — Why ?— Beoaus© 
in this manner, the presence of those other Kabup-ve rses would serve 
some useful purpose, by being so used for purposes for which the Kakup 
metre is needed. — An objection may be raised to this view — ‘Those other 
Kalcup-verms might have their use in the Vachastmna ’.-—The answer to 
this is that it is true that they would have their use there ; but they are 
really meant to be used as. Kakup ; and this purpose should not bo ignored.’* 
In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdntai-~~In reality, what 
is obtained by interlinking ■ should be used for the singing. — The term ‘ in 
reality ’ serves to set aside the Purmpahsa view set forth above. In reality, 
the Soma-singing should be done over the verse obtained by interlinking ; 
that is, the first verse, which is in the Bfhati metre and the second verse 
which is in the Pahkti metre, should be mterlinked, specially because the 
SmrU-rate is that ‘ the Pragdtha should be Kdhubha \ 
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Objection — “ Thus Kakup (as Veda) being beginningless, the term ' 

‘ Kdhubha ’ is impossible.” 

Answer — The term does not denote ‘ made of Kakup \ but ‘ pertaining 
to Kakup ’ or ‘ born of Kqkup 

[The singing in question is to be done in the following manner: — (1) The 
Rathantara-Sdnicin should be sung over the verse ‘ Abhi tvd shura etc.’, which is in the 
Brhati metre ; — (2) the last quarter of this verse should be linked up with the 
first half of the verse in Pafilcti metre which follows — i.e. of the verse ‘ Nava van 
etc.’ this interlinking gives us a verse with 28 syllables divided into three ‘ feet ’ 
or ‘ quarters ’ ; —this becomes the first Kakup ~(3) the last foot or quarter of this 
Kakup is to be linked with the second half of the Pahkti-verm ; — this becomes the 
second Kakup.] 

SUTRA (26). 

Thus it is over its own. 1 
Bhasya. 

In the manner above described, the singing is done over the verse in 
its own metre. By the Uttara-text itself it is clearly indicated that in making 
up the Verse-triad, the Pahkti-metre is to be used ; so that in doing as above 
there is no abandoning of what is in the Context, nor an admission of what 
is not in the Context. — For^ these reasons also there should be interlinking 
of the two verses. 

StJTRA (27). 

Even so is the name ‘ Pragatha 
Bhasya. 

Thus too does the term * pragatha * become applicable; the prefix 1 pra ’ 
signifies excellence; so that the ‘ Pragatha ’ is that where there is excellent 
singing (pra-gdtha).— Li What is the excellence in it?” — The excellence lies 
in the fact that a portion of the verse is sung over again. — For this reason 
also there should be an interlinking of the two verses concerned. 

SUTRA (28). 

Also because an indicative text makes no tbansgression 

POSSIBLE. 

. . Bhasya. 

There is an indicative text which shows that of what has been said above 
there can be no transgression. — “ What is the meaning of no transgression 
being possible ? ” — The meaning is that the ‘ interlinking ’ is to be done only 
between the two verses concerned,— not apart from those verses. — “ What 
is the indicative text ? ” — It is as follows * Esd va pratisthita brhati yd 
pwnahpadd, tad yat padarn punardrabkate tasmad vatso mdtaramabhi hihlcaroti ’ 
[‘This Brhati is firmly established, because its quarter is repeated over 
again, etc. etc. ’) ; — this ‘ repetition of the quarter ’ is possible only if there 
is ‘ interlinking ’ as described above, not otherwise. 
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From all this it follows that the singing should be done with Kakup 
as the Uttard verse, by securing a ‘ verse-triad ’ by interlinking the first 
verse in the Brhatl metre and the second verse in the Pahkti metre. 


Or, the above four Sutras may be taken as representing the following 
Adhikarana. 

Adhikarana (9) : The singing of the 4 Raurava * and 

4 Yaudhajaya * Ramans is to he done by 
interlinking the verses in 4 Brhatl 9 
and 4 V istara-Pahkti 9 metres. 

[By another interpretation of Sutras 25-28.] 

SOTRA (25). 

In reality, what is obtained by interlinking [should be used 
FOR THE SINGING]. 



There is the Jyotistoma sacrifice laid down in the text, — ‘Desiring 
heaven, one should perform the Jyotistoma sacrifice ’.—In connection with 
this sacrifice, we read — ‘ Trichchhandd dvdpo mddhyandinah pavamanah 
paficha-sdmd gdyatrdmahlyave gdyatre tricks, bhavatah — raurava — yau- 

dhajaye bdrhate tricks aushanasamantyam tristupsu ’.—Here two Sdmans 
are spoken of- — the ‘ Raurava ■ and the 1 Yaudhajaya ' ; — of these, the first 
verse is ‘ Purulnah soma dhdrayd etc. ’, which is in the Brhatl metre; and 
the Uttard verse is ‘ Dukdna udhardiyam madhu priyam. etc.', which is in 
the Vistdm-pahkti metre. 

In connection with the singing of these two Sdmans, the question that 
arises is — Is the singing to be done over the Verse-triad, all three verses 
of which should be in the Brhatl metre, one of them being the one just 
quoted [‘ Pundnah etc.') and the other two being brought in from elsewhere V 
Or should the singing over the Verse-triad hi the Brhati metre be accom- 
plished by taking the one verse just quoted {‘ Pundnah etc.') and securing 
the other two by the interlinking of this verse in the Brhatl metre and t he 
second verse in the Yistdra-Pahkti metre ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that — “ The two additional verses in Brhatl 
metre should be brought in from elsewhere. — Why ? — Because it is only 
thus that the presence of the verses would serve a useful purpose ”. 

Against this we have the following Siddhdnta : — In reality, what is obtained 
by interlinking should he used for the singing. The term ‘ in reality ’ sets 
aside the Purvapaksa view. — The singing of the Sdman should be; done 
through the interlinking of the verses ; and no additional basic Verses in the 
Brhati metre should be brought in from elsewhere ; the interlinking should 
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be done between the two verses occurring in the Context itself. The Smrti' 
rule over the point is 1 Bdrhatah pragdtJbah ’ (‘There is an interlinking of 
the Brhati ’) ; if original Brhati verses were brought in, then there would be no 
1 interlinking ’ ; and to that extent, the Smrti rule would be infringed. — 
Hence the interlinking should be done between the two verses occurring 
in the Context itself. 

SUTRA (26). 

Thus it is oyer its own. 

Bhasya. 

In this manner, the singing would be done over the Saman’s * own ’ 
metre ; and there would be no abandoning of the verso in the Context, 
and introducing of what is not in the Context. For this reason also 
additional Brhati verses are not to be brought in. 

SUTRA (27). 

Even so is the name ‘ pragatha \ 

Bhasya. 

In this way too the term ‘ pragatha 5 becomes applicable ; it is applied 
only in cases where there is excellence of singing ; and in the case in question, 
this ‘ excellence ’ is secured by repeating the /same quarter of the verse. — 
For this reason also additional Brhatl verses should not be brought in from 
elsewhere. 

SUTRA (28). 

Also because an indicative text makes no transgression 

POSSIBLE. 

• Bhasya. 

An indicative text also shows that such, is invariably the case.-— “ What 
is that indicative text ? It is this — Sastistristubho madhyandinam 
savanam ’. — “ How does this text indicate the said conclusion ? ” — It is 
only when the singing of the Brhatl is done by interlinking that the number 
of verses laid down as to be sung at all the Savanas becomes sixty ; on the 
other hand, if two additional Brhati verses were brought in from elsewhere 
that number would become exceeded. — This is what is pointed out in the 
text-— 4 Gdyatramahiyave gdyatre triche bhavatah ’ ; these two verse-triads are 
the six Gdyatri verses then there are two verse-triads Raurava and 
Yaudhajaya, which make the six Brhati verses ; — ‘ the last Amhanasa verses- 
in the Tristup ’ make the three Trispup verses ; — then, when the Hotr priest 
comes to sing either the Brhat or the Raihantara Sdman with its seventeen 
Stomas, — then in these seventeen we have five Brhatis and twelve Kakups. 
— “ How so ? ” — The description is as follows ‘ Panchabhyo hinkaroti, so 
tisrbhih, sa ekayd, sa ekayd ; panchahhya hinkaroti, sa ekayd, sa tisrbhih. 
sa ekayd ; saptabhyo hinkaroti, sa ekayd, sa tisrbhih, sa tisrbhih ’. The 
meaning of this is as follows : — (1) The three Brhati verses with one Kakup 
verse; — (2) again the same three Brhati with the or u- Kakup verse; (3 
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one Brhatl with three Kakups ; (4) one Brhatl with one Kakup ; thus there 
are four Brhatls and six Kakups then again, (1) with one Brhatl and 
three Kakups ; (2} again with three Kakups ; —thus there are five Brhatls 
and twelve Kakups. Thus with the former ones, there are eleven Brhatls. 
— Then from among the six Gayatns, four, along with the twelve Kakups, 
make up twelve Brhatls. Thus there are twenty -three Brhatls. — Then in 
the Vamadevya Sdman, the seventeen Gayatns. along with the two Pdva- 
niunas accompanied by the two remaining Gayatrls, make up the nineteen 
Gayatns. Then in the Nandhasa and the Kaleya, there are seventeen 
Brhatls ; and these along with the fifty-seven quarters of the (nineteen) 
Gayatns, make up .fifty-seven -Brhatls and fifty-seven Triatups ; and these 
fifty-seven with the three Tristups of the Pdvamdnl make up the ‘ sixty 
Trisiups * (spoken of in the indicative text quoted above). 

On the other hand, if two original Kakups are brought into the Brhat 
and Rathmita/ra Sarnums, then those verses become sixty which occur in the 
Savana. If the two Kakups not occurring in the text are introduced, then 
the number sixty is made up by using them twelve times. The term 
" Smarm ^ in .this case stands for those verses that have been laid down in 
connection with the particular Savona ; and the term ‘ Savana ' does not 
stand for any act. In this way, at the three Savanas taken together, there 
would be many Tri&ptyps. — And there would not be only sixty Trisiups 
at the Mddhyancima Scmma (as mentioned in the indicative text quoted 
above). 

From all this it. follows that the singing should be done by interlinking 
the first verse in the Brhatl metre and the second verse in the Vistdra- 
Pahkti metre. 


Or the four Sutras 25-28 may be taken as embodying the following 
Adlvikcvrama . 

Adhikarana (10): The singing of the ‘ Shydvashvan- 
digava ’ should be done by interlinking the verses in 
the ‘ Anustup ’ and 4 Gayatri ’ metres. 

[By the third interpretation of Sutras 25-28.] 

SUTRA (25). 

What is obtained by interlinking [should be used for 

THE SINGING]. 

Bha§ya. 

At the third Sarvcma, there is the Pavamdna. named ‘ Arbhava ' ; and at 
this there are five Suktas (hymns) and seven Sdman .1. (1) The first Sukta 

consists of the verse -triad ‘ SvdcUsthayd mmlisthayd etc. ’ ; where all the three 
verses are in the GayaJt/n metre; — in this connection, there are two Samans, 
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‘ Gay air a and 4 Samhiia ’ ; — (2) the second Sukta consists of the verse- 
triad ‘ Purojitl vo andhasah etc, ’, where the first, verse is in Anustup and 
the other two in Odyatrl metrp ; — in this connection, there are. two Samans, 

1 Shyavashva ’ and ‘ Andhlgava ’ [(3) the third Sukta consists of the 

verse-triad ‘ Indrmnachchasuki ime etc:', where all the three verses are in 
the Usnik metre ; and in this connection there is one Saman, the ‘ Sapha ’ ; 
— (4) the fourth Sukta consists of the Pragatha ‘ Pavasva . madhumattamah 
etc.’, where the three verses are in the Usqik metre ; in this connection 
there is one Saman, the 6 Pauskala ’ (5) the last Sukta consists of the 

verses Abhipriydni pavate etc. ', where the three verses are in the Jagatl 
metre ; and in this connection there is ohe Saman, the ‘ Kava ’]. 

Now in connection with the two Samans, ‘ Shyavashva ' and 
‘ Andhlgava ’ [see above, hymn No. 2], the first verse is in the Anustup 
metre — •’’Purojitl vo, andhasah etc.', and the other two verses are in the 
Oayatrl metre— -(a) * Yo dhdrayd pdvakayd etc. ', and (b) * Tandurommaml 
navah etc.' 

In connection with this, there arises the question — Should two other 
Anustup verses be introduced from elsewhere and the singing done 
over all the three verses in the same (Anustup) metre ? Or should the 
required verse-triad be secured by interlinking the first Anustup verse and 
the other two Oayatrl verses, and thus the singing of the Saman over the 
Anustup be secured ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that— “Other Anustup verses should be in- 
troduced. — Why so? — Because thxfte alone would the existence of those 
verses serve a useful purpose 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta -.—What is obtained 
by interlinking should be used for the singing ; says the Srnrti — 1 Anustubhah 
pragdthgh ' which speaks of the ‘ interlinking ’ (pragathana) of the Anustup 
metre ; and this cannot be ignored. 


SUTRA (26). 

. Thus it is over its own. 

Bhasya. 

In this way the singing is done ‘over its own’ ; — and what occurs in 
the Context becomes admitted, and there is no need for bringing in what 
is not in the Context. 

SUTRA (27). 

Even so is the name ‘ Pragatha ’. 

Bhasya. 

It is only when the quarter of the first verse is sung over again that 
the name ‘ Pragatha ’ becomes applicable. 
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SUTRA (28). 

Also because the indicative text makes no transgression 

POSSIBLE. 

Bhasya. 

An indicative text shows that sueh is invariably the case — ‘ Chaturvim- 
shatijagatyastrtlyasavanam elect, kakup ’ [‘ The third Savana has 24 Jagatls 
and one Kalcup ’]. — It is thus explained — At the Pavamdna. named 
‘ Arbhava ’ there are five metres and seven Sdmans there are two verse- 
triads in Gdyatri metre ; — these six Gdyatrls make three Jagatls ; — the 
Shydvdshva and the Andhigava pertain to the Anuspup metre ; in these, 
the first verse is Anuspup arid the second Gdyatri ; — when interlinking is 
done between these two verses, these two Sd/mans have six Anustups ; — 
these make four Jagatls ; — these, along with the aforesaid three, make seven 
Jagatls.— The Usn,ik metre makes the Shapha-Sdman, and the Kakup makes 
the Panslcala Sdman — there being one verse in each of these two these 
two being in the TJstiik and Kakup metres ; — these make one Jagati ; — this 
along with, the aforesaid seven Jagatls formed of the quarters of the Gdyatri, 
make eight Jagatls.— In the Kdva Sdmxin, there are three Jagatls ; — with 
these, there are eleven Jagatls. — The twenty-first Sdman is the Yajnayajniya ; 
in this, the first verse is Brhad and the second is Vistdra-Pankti ; and two 
Kakups are made by interlinking. — When the twenty-first Stoma is made, 
there are seven Brhatls, fourteen Kakups ; the seven Brhatls make five 
Jagatls ; these, along with the aforesaid ones, make sixteen Jagatls ; — one 
quarter of the Jagati, along with one quarter of the Gdyatri, contains twenty 
syllables. — Of the fourteen Kakups, fourteen Kakups make seven Jagatls ; 
— these, along with the former seventeen, make up 23 Jagatls ; — the two 
remaining Kakups form one Jagati, as also a quarter of the Gdyatri. This, 
along with the former 23, makes up the 24 Jagatls ; — and the quarter of the 
Gdyatri, along with the aforesaid 20 syllables, makes a Kakup. — Thus if 
interlinking is done in this manner, there are 24 Jagatls and one Kakup. 
If, on the other hand, the interlinking is not done, then in the Shydvdshva 
and the Andhigava Sdmans, two extraneous Anustups have to be brought in ; 
— and in the Yajnayajniya Sdman, original Kakups have to be brought 
in ; — and in neither of these two cases is the requisite number (mentioned 
in the indicative text) made up. — Hence we conclude that the singing should 
be done by interlinking the verses. 


Or, the Sutras (25-28) may be taken as representing the following 
Adhikarana. 
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Adhikarana (11) : The c Brahmasaman ’ is to be sung 
by interlinking the quarters. 

[The fourth explanation of Sutras 25-28.] 

Bhasya. 

In connection with the Oavdmayam, with reference to the Brahmasa- 
man, there is the text — ‘ Chatuhshatamdindrd bdrhatdh pragdthdh, trayash- 
trimshatancha sato barhatdstrikdh ’ [‘ There are 10 i Pragdthas in the Brhatl 
metre, with Indra as the deity ; there are 83 triads in the Brhatl metre ’]. 

The question that arises is — Should the singing of the Sdman be done 
over the verse-triad made up of two verses and the third obtained by the 
interlinking of those two verses ?— Or should it be done over three distinct 
verses (viz. two from one Pragdtha, and the third from the next Pragdtha) ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that — “■ The singing should be done over three 
(independent) verses. — Why so ? — Because in connection with the Primary 
Sacrifice we read — * Therefore there is a single Sdman sung over a Verse- 
triad ’ ; and this is applicable to the case in question under the General Law 
(relating to the Primary and its modifications) ; hence the singing should be 
done over three verses.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — 

SUTRAS (25-27). 

IN BEAUTY, WHAT IS OBTAINED BY INTERUNKINO [SHOULD BE 
USED FOR THE SINGING] (25) THUS IT IS OVER ITS OWN, 

(26) ; — EVEN SO IS THE NAME ‘ Pit AGATHA (27). 

Bka§ya. 

The singing should be done over the verses by twos ; thus alone can 
the singing be said to be done on its own ; — “ own — what ? ” — own 
Pragdtha.- — How would the Pragdtha be its own ? — Because the 

Pragdtha has been laid down in connection with the Brahrna-Sdman sung 
at the Gavdmayana, — hence the Pragdtha is the Brahma-Sdman' s * own * ; and 
the term ‘ pragdtha ’ always means the Pragdtha of the particular Saman 
itself. 

SUTRA (28). 

Also because the indicative text makes- no deviation 

POSSIBLE. 

Bha§ya. 

There is the following indicative text— ‘ Pahchasu ~ rndhsu bdrhatdh 
pragdthdh dpyante ’ [In five months are the Brhati-Pragdihas obtained] ; 
and this is possible only if there is interlinking (between two verses), not 
when the singing is done over three distinct verses. — ‘ How so ? ” — There 
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are 104 Pragathas', — -of these there are two Pragathas between Brhat and 
Rathantara at the Jyotiatoma;— between the Naudhcisa and Kdleya also, 
there are two Pragathas at the same sacrifice ; — then, there is the Indra - 
kratu Pragdtha at the later Yaksas ; — the remaining 99 Pragathas should 
have to be done over the Abhiplavas. In connection with the Prsthas, 
Sato-Brhatls have been laid down ; — -and ' th e Sato-Brhatis come on thtf* 
third day of the Abhiplavas ; — thus of the Abhiplavas, 100 Days remain; 
on the last day of these come the Sato-Brhatls, and on the other 99 days, 
come the 99 Pragathas. Even so the term ‘ apyante ’ (‘ are obtained’) 
occurring in the indicative text becomes applicable. — On the other hand, 
if the singing is done over three distinct verses, then, the 66 verse-triads 
would take three and seven months to be completed.- — From this indicative 
text therefore it is clear that the singing should be done over the Pragdtha. 

Says the Opponent— “ Why cannot the singing be done over the first 
verse-triad, — -and then taking one verse out of these three, along with two 
other verses from elsewhere, the singing could be done over the verse- triad 
thus made up ? In this way, the general law implying the singing of the 
verse-triad would become followed, and the indicative text — 1 Pcmchasu 
niuhsu etc.’ would become explicable ”. 

Answer — The Indicative text shows that no deviation is possible ; 
that is, there are other verses, but the Samcm is the same. 

From ail this it follows that the singing should be done over the 
Pragdtha obtained by the interlinking of the verses by twos. 



Adhikarana (12): There, is Option in the use of the 
modifications of syllables and other musical modulations. 

SUTRA ( 29 ). 

Inasmuch as they serve the same- purpose, there should be 

OPTION AMONG THEM. 

Bhdsya. 

There are a thousand musical modulations in the Sama-veda. 

Question — “ What are these * musical modulations ’ ? ” 

Answer — Music (singing) is an act j it gives expression to particular 
sound-notes produced by the internal (volitional) effort of Man; it is spoken 
of under the name of ‘ Saman ’ ; it is sung over verses of fixed .dimensions ; 
hence for the purposes of securing the requisite music- it becomes necessary 
to have recourse to (a) Modification ( vilcara ) of the syllables contained 
in the verses, — (b) Disjunction (Vishlesa), (c)- Withdrawal ( Vikarsana ), 
id) Repetition ( Abhydsa ), (e) Pause (Virdma), (J) Break ( Stobha ) and so 
' forth ; and all these have been laid down in the scriptures. 

The question that arises in regard to these is— Are all these to be used 
together ? — Or optionally ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that— “ Inasmuch as all these have been 
laid, down in the scriptures, and the injunction of an act takes in all the 
details of that act, all the said modulations should be used together.” 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta : — Inasmuch as 
they serve the same purpose, there should be option; all the musical 
modulations are used with a view to serve the one purpose of accomplish- 
ing the required music ; so that when the required music is secured on the 
basic verse by means of any one of the modulations, there can be no need 
for the use of others. — Hence there should be Option among them. 


Adhikarana (13) : Such injunctions as ‘ Bchd stuvate — - 

Sdmnd stwoate ’ — mean that the 4 Hymning 5 is to he 
done . by 'means of Sdman. 

SUTRA (30). 

[POrvapaksa] — “Inasmuch as both serve the same purpose, 

THERE SHOULD BE OPTION BETWEEN ‘ Rk ’ AND ‘ S.4MAN ’ ; AS 
BOTH ARE MEANT TO SERVE THE PURPOSE (OF HYMNING).” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with, a particular sacrifice, we read — 1 Bchd stuvate , 
Sdmnd stuvate ; yadrchd stuvate tadasurd anvavdyan ; yat sdmnd stuvate 
tadasurd nanvavayan ; Sdmnd stumta ’ One should hymn with the Verse ; 
one should hymn with the Sdman; when they hymn with the Verse, the 
Asuras take it up ; when they hymn with the Sdman, the Asuras do not 
take it up ; one should hymn with the Sdman ’]. 

In connection with this, there arises the question — How should the 
Hymning be done ? May it be done either with the Sdman or with the 
Verse, optionally ? — Or with the Sdman only ? 

On this, the Purvapaksa view is as follows: — "There should be Option; 
it may be done either with the Verse or with the Sdman ; the sentence that 
‘ when they hymn with the verse, the Asuras take it up ’ is distinct by 
itself ; we find it making the statement that ‘ whenever the Hymning is 
done with the verse, the Asuras take it up ’, which is complete in itself ; — 
and this statement is made in answer to the question — How is one to know 
that the Hymning is to be done with the verse ? — ‘ But for what purpose 
is this done. ? ’ — It is done with a view to see that the Hymning might 
form part of that particular • sacrifice in connection with which it is 
mentioned ; and this is gathered, by the force of actual usage, from the 
declaration of the entire procedure. — Objection — ‘ But the mention of Asuras 
is deprecatory of the act ’. — Not so, we reply. We do not recognise the 
Asuras as being either deprecated or appreciated ; all that we gather from 
the statement is that the act mentioned is one that should be done. — Similarly 
the sentence ‘ One should hymn with the Sdman ’ is distinct, by itself. — 
From all this it follows that there should be Option. The Verse and the 
Sdman both being meant for hymning, their purpose is one and the same, 
— viz. that the Hymning should be done ; and as this can be done by either 
Jone of the two, there should be Option.” 
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StJTRA (31). 

[SiddhInta] — On the strength of Direct Declaration, there 

SHOULD BE USE (OF ONE ONLY). 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right that there should be option ; as a matter of fact, there 
should be use of the Sdnian only.— -Why ? — Because there is a sentence 
declaring the use of Sdtnan — ‘ When they hymn with the verse, the Asuraa 
take it up,— -one knowing this should hymn with the Sdman ’ ; here we find 
the hymning with Sdman eulogised by a direct eulogistic assertion; in the 
other ease, the eulogy would have to be assumed, — to the effect that 
because the A suras take it up therefore the hymning should be done with 
the verse On the other hand (as we take it) if th q Hymning with Sdman 
.is eulogised, then the statement that ‘When the hymning is done with the 
verse, the Asuras take it up ’, comes to be taken in its direct sense of 
deprecating what is here mentioned (i.e. Hymning with the verse) and thereby 
eulogising the other course (i.e. Hymning with the Saman); and in this case 
there is nothing to be assumed.— But how do you know that the statement 
is deprecatory ? ” — We deduce it from the eulogy bestowed on the other 
course.— From all this it follows that the Hymning should be done with the 
Sdman. 


Or, the Sutras (30-31) may be interpreted as presenting the following 
Adhikarana - — 

Adhikarana (14) : The ‘ Afiavaniya ’ should be wor 

shipped with the verse i Ayam sahasramdnava , etc.' 
as duly set to music. 

[Obtained by a second interpretation of Sutras 30-31.] 
SUTRA (30). 

[POrvapaksa] — “ Inasmuch as both serve the same purpose, 

THERE SHOULD BE OPTION BETWEEN THE VERSE AND THE 

Saman ; as both are meant to serve the purpose.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with a certain sacrifice, we read — ‘ Ayam sahasramdna- 
ityetaya dhavaniyamupatiathate * [‘ With the verse Ayam sahasramdnava, e« 
one worships the Ahavaniya Fire ’]. 
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In regard to this, there arises this question — Should the worshipp'i/ng be 
done with the verse without setting it to music ? Or should it be done with 
it as set to music ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows The worshipping may be done 
with the verse, either sung or unsung. — Why ? — Because there is no definite 
injunction one way or the other. Whether sung or unsung, the verse 
remains the same ; in both cases, people regal'd it as the same verse ; hence 
there should bo no restriction in the matter ; and when there is no restriction, 
thou, inasmuch as both, the verse as .well as the Sdman (sung), servo the 
purpose of hymning, there should be option.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — 

SUTRA (31). 

On the strength of Direct Declaration, there should be 

USE OF ONE ONLY. 

BMsya. 

It; is the verse set to music (sung) that should be used, not that which 
is not set to music (unsung). — -Why so ? — Because of Direct Declaration ; — 
the words 1 Ayam mhasratnancmt ityStayd ’ refer to what forms the subject- 
matter of the Context ; and in the Sdmaveda what forms the subject- 
matter is the verse as set to music ; hence it is such verse that should be 
taken as referred to by the pronoun ‘ etayd ’. — ■“ But in the Sdmaveda 
we also find verses that are not set to music ’’.—True ; but such verses are 
there only for the purpose of being connected witii music ; unless a verse 
is mentioned in its simple form, it is not possible to set it to music ; hence 
it is for the purpose- of being set to music that the unset verse occurs in the 
text of the Sdmaveda-, i.e. the reading of the verses (not set to music) is 
always understood as being for the purpose of being connected with a 
Sdman (music) ; for the simple reason that there can be no setting of the 
Sdman (music) without the words of a verse; while it is possible to have 
a verse without Sdman (music) ; so that the verse does not always require 
the music. — Hence it follows that, in the Sdmaveda, whenever we find the 
worshipping or the hymning (as to be done with a verse), it is always under- 
stood as to be done with the verse set to music (and sung), and not with the 
verse not set to music (and unsung). 

Says the Opponent — “ If, on the basis of Context, the conclusion be 
that the verse used should be as set to music, — while on the basis of Direct 
Declaration it follows that' it should be used as not set to music, — such direct 
declaration being found in recensional texts other than that of the Sdma- 
vbki , — then the latter alternative should be adopted, as Direct Declaration 
would always set aside the implications of the Context” 

Our answer to this is as follows : — The Direct Declaration — ‘ Ayam sahas- 
ramdnava ityetaya, etc. ’ do.es not lay down the words of the verse ; it only 
mentions the opening words ; and hence when it is taken as standing & f or 
the verse as occurring in the Context, the term ‘ verse ’ is taken in its direct 


ADHYAYA IX, PADA II, ADHIKABANA (15). 1525 

primary sense ; on the other hand, in accordance with the Purvapaksa, 
the mention of the opening words of the verse would be taken in its indirect 
secondary sense and when there is a conflict between Direct Denotation 
and Indirect Indication, it is more reasonable to accept the former. Hence 
it follows that the worshipping should be done with the verse as set to ■music. 


Or, the Sutras (30-31) may be taken as representing the following 
Adhikarana. 

Adhikaraiia (15): The * Ydjya 5 and 1 Anuvdkya 5 
Mantras like 1 Agnirmurdhd divah , etc.’ should be 
recited in the c neutral 9 tone. 

[By the third interpretation of Sutras 30-3 L] 

SUTRA (30). 

[Purvapaksa]-— 8 ‘ Inasmuch as both serve the same purpose, 

THERE SHOULD BE OPTION, BETWEEN ‘ VERSE ’ AND ‘ SAMAN ’ ; 

AS BOTH ARE MEANT TO SERVE THE 
PURPOSE.” 

Bhdsya. 

In the case of the injunction of Vedic Mantras, some are found to be 
mentioned with three accents and some with four accent^. — Question — 
“ Those that are mentioned with four accents, — do they adopt an accent 
ip addition to the three ordinary accents, the Udatta (High), Anuddtta (Low), 
and Svarita (Mixed) ? No ; the accents in these also are those same that 
are found in those of the other class. — “ Then what do they do with these ? ” 

- — They read these mantras with a tone that passes beyond the limits of the 
three ordinary ones. [This fourth being what is called ‘ Tara ’ or 
\Mkmhruti i.e. the ‘ Neutral Tone 

Now, there arises this question — Are all these accents to be used 
together, all at one time ? — Or optionally ? 

“The view that appears to be reasonable is that ‘Inasmuch as the 
Injunction of the performance takes in all the details, ail the tones should 
be used together ’. — But our (Pupxzpaksin's) answer to this is that “ inas- 
much as the same purpose is served by all, there should be option. The 
purpose served by the use of all the tones is one and the same,— that of 
reciting the text of the Mantra ; hence there should be option in their 
Use.” 
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SUTRA (31). 

[Siddhanta] — On the strength of Direct Declaration, there 

SHOULD BE USE OF ONE ONLY. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the following Direct Declaration inferred on the basis of 
Smrtis • — ‘ At the sacrificial performance, the neutral tone should be adopted * ; 
hence mantras should be recited in the Neutral tone. — Question — “Then why 
should' there be any use of the three and four accents ? ” — 

Answer — Their use will serve the purpose of indicating the precise 
meanings (of the words of the Mantra). 



p 


Abhikarana (16) : In the case of such injunctions as 
‘ One sings the JRathantara over the Uttara, verses', 
the singing should he done in accordance with 
the syllables of the ‘ Uttara 5 verses. 

SUTRA (32). 

[Porvapaksa] — “ The modification in a part of the Saman should 

BE DONE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE BASIC VERSE, AS THIS IS 
| WHAT IS LAID DOWN BY THE SCRIPTURAL INJUNCTION.” 

Bhasya. 

We have such texts as — ‘ Rathantaramuttarayorgdyati, yadyonyam 
taduttarayorgayati, Kavatlsv, rathantaram gdyati, Viratsu vdnmdMvyom ’ 
[‘ One sings the Rathantara over the Uttara verses; one sings that in the 
Uttara verses which is in the basic verse; one sings the Rathantara over 
the Kavati verses ; and the Vamadevya over the Virat verses ’]. 

The question that arises is — Should the singing be done in accordance 
with the syllables of the' Uttara verse ? Or with those of the basic 
verse ? 

Question — “In what way is the singing done in accordance with the 
syllables of the Uttara verses ? And in what way is it done in accordance 
with the syllables of the basic verse ? 

Answer — We shall explain this by means of an example : In accordance 
with the rule ‘ Vrddhantdlavyamdl' (?) [‘ the a-I comes after the aug- 
mented Palatal syllable’] ‘ a-I ’ when the modulation is introduced in one 
part of the basic verse,— -if the same modulation is introduced in the same 
part of the Uttara verse also, — then, the singing is said to be done in 
accordance with the syllables of the basic verse ; — if, however, the Palatal 
syllable is found in the Uttara, verse in a different part, and the modulation 
‘ a-I ’ is introduced in that part, then the singing is said to he done in 
accordance with the syllables of the Uttara verse. — The question thus is 
that which of these two courses should be adopted. 

The Purmpaksa view is as follows “It should be done in accordance 
with the syllables of the basic verse. — ‘ Why ? ’ — Let us consider what 
is done in a case where in a certain part of the basic verse the syllable * e ' 
is modified into the modulation ‘ a-I ’. What is done is that the 
syllable ‘ e ’ is not pronounced — the syllables ! a ’■ and ‘ I ’ are 
brought in in its place. Such being the case, here, — in the case of the 
i'ttard verse also, there should be no pronouncing of the syllable occurring 
in the corresponding part, and in its place, the syllables ‘a* and ‘ I ’ should 
be brought in. In this way the singing over the Uttara verses comes to be 
the same as that over the basic verse. — From this it follows that the singing 
(F should be done in accordance with the syllables of the basic verse— Further. 
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shabaka-bhIsya: 

if it is done in this way, then the music is not spoilt ; while in any other 
case, it might be spoilt in certain points ; in ffict, it would be clearly spoilt 
In a case where a long music is- sung over a small number of syllables, — if 
the B fw g in g were done in accordance with the syllables of the Uttard verses. 
For this reason also, the singing should be done in accordance with the 
syllables of the basic verse.— Then again, in some cases the order of 
syllables is followed, — where the syllable modified into ‘ a-i ’ does not occur 
in any particular order of sequence ; — while in other cases the Vedie text is 
followed,— where there is no modification made. Tn any case the singing 
done at the time of the sacrificial performance should be in keeping with 
that done at the time of reading the Veda. For this reason also, tho singing 
should be done in accordance with the syllables of the basic verse ; so that 
the modification— -into such modulations as ‘ a-i 5 and the like — in a part of 
the Sdman should he in accordance with the basic verse ; it has been laid down 
in the scripture that * that which is done in the basic verse should be done 
in the Uttard verses ’ ; from which it follows that in the Uttard verses the 
modulation ‘§<-1’ should be introduced at that same point at which it has 
been done in the basic verse.” 

SOTBA (33). 

[Siddhanta]— But Badari holds that the modulation is to be 

DONE TO THE LETTER, IN ACCORDANCE \VITH THE LETTER ; 

BECAUSE THE LETTERS ARE DIFFERENT. 

Bhdsya. 

Badari has held the opinion that the singing should be done in 
accordance with the syllables of the Uttard verses, — and not in accordance 
with the part of the basic verse. The modification into ‘a-i’ that is done 
to the basic verse is not something new brought in, nor is the syllable 
‘e’ dropped there (in place of which something new could be brought in) ;, 
because the syllable ‘ e ’ actually contains the letter ‘ a ’ and the letter ‘ i 1 — 
the articulation of the former being ‘ contracted ’ and that of the latter 
‘expanded’; and both of these are elongated (into * a ’ and ‘I’); and 
though these elongated forms are incorrect, yet their coalescence brings 
about the conjunct vowel ‘ e ’ which is quite correct ; — and what is done 
(when the modulation * a-! ’ is made) is that the constituent letters ‘ a ’ and 
‘ i ’ are disjoined,— and not that any new letters are brought in ; though 
a certain quality is produced in the letters which was not there before. 
In all these cases, Direct Perception is the only guide. In the ease of 
the Uttard verses, if in a certain part there is a new letter (different 
from ‘ a-i ’) and not a conjunct letter (like ‘ §’), — as there is no conjunction 
(between the letters), there can be disjoining ; on the other hand, in that part 
of the verse where there is a conjunct letter, the disjoining is done ; and in 
this way what was done in the basic verse is also done in the Uttard 
verses ; that is, what was done in the basic verse was the disjoining of the 
conjunct letters, and the same disjoining of the conjunct letters is done iu 
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the Uttard verses also. In. any other case, a different process would have 
to be assumed. 

It has been argued that “ the music would be spoilt ’’.—But, as a matter 
of fact, it would not be spoilt ; as it would be possible to do the * mndma ’ (?) 
and then do the singing without any letters. In any case, where there is 
no conjunction, there can be no disjoining, and it would not be necessary 
to follow the Vedie text and the order of sequence. 



( 17 ) : There is transference of 4 Stobha ’ to 
the Uttara verses. 


SUTRA (34). 


[POrvapaksa] — “ There is ho transference of c Stobha to another 

VERSE,— JUST AS THERE IS NONE OF THE VERSE ITSELF ; SO SAY 
SOME.” 


Bhasya. 

We have the declarations — ‘ One sings the Rathantara over the Kavatl 
verses * one sings the Rathantara over the Uttara verses; what one sings 
over the basic verse one sings over the Uttara verses ’.—--We have understood 
that the singing is to be done in accordance with the syllables of the Uttara 
verses. 

The question that arises now is — Are Stobhas transferred or not ? 

[Sutra 39 below provides a general definition of * Stobha ’ ; Madhava cites the 
following as an example : In the basic verse of the Vdmad&vya. Sdman, between 
the two halves, we have the modulation ‘ o-o-ho-hoi ’ ; this modulation is called 
* Stobha ’]. 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows “ Stobhas are not to be transferred. 
— Why ? — It is the Music , not the Stobhas, that constitutes Sdman ; and 
it is the music that is transferred ; for the declaration contains the term 
4 sings ’ — ‘ What one sings over the basic verse, one sings over the Uttara 
verses’. — Then again, the Stobha, having no connection with, what is 
expressed by the words of the verse, would be useless ; for this reason also 
it should not be transferred. — -Further, somewhere there is the declaration — 

4 One sings the Avabhrtha Sdman over the Aindri verse’ ; and in this case 
any applicability would be impossible ; from' the supplementary sentences, 
Indra is understood to be one who produces a cooling effect ; as such, the 
term 4 tapati ’ (‘ warms ’) would be wholly inapplicable to him. — From all 
this it follows that the Stobha should be kept aloof from any verse other 
than the basic one ; — just as there is no transference of the syllables of 
one verse to the other, because the syllables are not music, in the same 
manner and for the same reason, there should be no transference of the 
syllables of the Stobha also.” 

SUTRA (35). 

[Seddhanta] — There should be transference of all, as they 

STAND ON THE SAME FOOTING ; THE MODIFICATION WOULD COME 
IN AS IN ORDINARY SINGING. 

Bhasya. 

It is not right that the Stobhas should be excluded ; in fact, there should 
be transference of aU ; the term 4 Sdman ’ stands for the whole of the music 
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along with all its details of verse, stobha, accent, time, and repetition . — “ How 
do yon know that ?” — We deduce it from the fact that it is used in this 
sense— Such being the case, if the Stobhas were excluded, then the pecu- 
liarity of the music due to those Stobhas would not be included (in the second 
verse); and this would be contrary to the declaration (that ‘What is sung 
over the basic verse should be sung over the XJttara verses’); — hence we 
conclude that Stobhas should be transferred. 

It has been argued that — “ the Stobhas, not being connected with what 
is -expressed by the words of the verse, would be useless ”, — Our answer to 
this is that as in ordinary singing, so here also, they would not be useless. 
For instance; in ordinary singing, musicians throw into the music many 
subsidiary factors, — and these serve the purpose of keeping the time of the 
music, and they are not uttered for being connected with thg sense of the 
words (of the song), — and the very useful purpose is served by this, in that 
the time of the music is easily kept; — in the same maimer, in the case in 
question also, the Stobha-syllables would be carried on into the Uttar d verses 
for the purpose of keeping time. 


SUTRA (36). 

There is a text also that indicates the connection. 
Bhasya. 

There is a text that indicates that the' Stobluis are connected with the 
other verses also : It is declared that ‘ the Stobhas and the Gesnas follow 
on’ where the words of the text cease to Come in ; ‘ Stobha ’ here stands 
for the Stobha-syllables, and ‘ Gesna ’ for the accent. — From this also it 
follows that the Stobhas are to be transferred. 

SUTRA (37). 

[Objection] — “ But, they should cease to come in, in cases where 

THE SENSE IS NOT APPLICABLE.” 

Bhasya. 

The term 4 vd ’ (‘ but ’) sets up an objection to the view just set forth. 

“ Such Stobhas as ■ agnistapati ’ must cease to come in ; because in the 
latter part of the sentence Indra is spoken of as producing a cooling effect ; 
so that Stobhas like the one cited (which speaks of warming) would not be 
applicable. — This sets aside what has been said under Sutras 35 and 36 
to the effect that the Stobhas would be applicable and connectible as in 
ordinary singing.” 



shabara-bh a§ya : 


1532 

SUTRA (38). 

[Answer] — In reality, there must be transference ; the passage 
(quoted) being merely declamatory. 

Bhasya. 

Even Stobhas of the kind referred to should be transferred. As regards 
Indra, we do not see his form (and do not know if he is cool or hot ) ; as for 
the supplementary declaration referred to by the Opponent, it is only 
declamatory. 



Adixikarana (18) : Definition of ■ Stobha 
StJTRA (39). 

According to Jaimini [‘ Stobha 5 is] that which is additional and 

DISSIMILAR ; SUCH BEING THE USE OF THE TERM 

‘ Stobha \ 

Bhdsya. 

Question — “ What is ! Stobha ’ 1 — Its definition has to be provided.” 

The answer is as follows — That which is in addition to (in excess of) 
the syllables of the verse, and is dissimilar to them, — i.e. does not belong to 
the same ‘ class ’ of letters as those, — is what is called * Stobha \ It is to 
such letters that ordinary people apply the name ‘ Stobha'; when, for 
instance, they say — ‘ Devadattena aabhdyam param pralapatd bahustobham 
kathitam ’, — they do so when they have found that much of what the man 
has spoken is more than what was necessary for conveying his meaning, 
and all tins superfluity was totally dissimilar to what was necessary. 

It is not necessary for us to explain the use of the present Adhikarana 
which provides the definition of a certain thing ; in fact, the use of providing 
a definition lies in the mere fact that the thing in question becomes defined. 

Question — “ Why should the Sutra have mentioned both the adjectives ? 
Either one of them — ‘ in addition to * or * dissimilar ’ — would have sufficed 
for defining the Stobha” 

Answer — Not so ; because it may be that a letter is * excessive ’, but not 
‘ dissimilar ’ ; for instance, when there is repetition, — such as ‘ Shchddri - 
shchadrih ’ ; — similarly a letter may be ‘ dissimilar ’ and not ' excessive ’ ; 
as in the case of modifications — such as ‘ ognai \ — Thus it is necessary 
to have both qualifications in the Sutra. 



Adhikarana (19): ‘ Besprinkling ‘ Threshing 5 and 

such details should be performed in the case of 
Nivara and other things. 

SUTRA (40). 

In regard to (a) Substances, (6) Subsidiary acts, (c) Modifica- 
tions, id) Changes, and (e) Prohibitions, — the injunctions 

MUST BE FOLLOWED, BECAUSE THEY ARE APPLICABLE TO 
THEM AND BECAUSE WHAT IS LAID DOWN AS TO 
BE DONE SERVES A DISTINCT PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

(a) In connection with the Vajapeya, we read — ‘ One offers the Nivara 
cooked on seventeen pans to Brhaspati ’ ; at the Primary Sacrifice (Darsha- 
Purriamdsa), the grain used is Vrihi, which is besprinkled with water. — The 
question is — Should this besprinkling he done to the Nivara grain or not ? 
— (b) Similarly, there is the text— ‘ Speech gives out the Udgitha, when the 
Sadaha-Prstha is completed ; one should not speak much, nor ask any one 
else, nor say anything to anybody else ; when the fiadaha is omitted, 
one should eat Honey or Clarified Butter — The question here is — are the 
details of the Ijadaha applicable to the Eating of Honey or the Eating of 
Clarified Butter ?— -(c) Again, in connection with the Bajasuya, we read- — 
‘The cooked rice for Nirrti is prepared of grains unhusked with nails’; 
at the Primary Original, Sacrifice, there is Besprinkling of the Pestle and 
Mortar (used for the unhusking of the Rice by Threshing) ; so the question 
arises — Is the Besprinkling to be done to the nails or not? — (d) In con- 
nection with the Chaturmdsya, we read — ‘ One should tie the animal to the 
Paridhi ’ ; and the question arises— -Are the details laid down in connection 
with the Post (to which the Animal is tied at the Primary Sacrifice) to be 
performed in connection with the Paridhi or not ? — (e) There is the text— 
4 One should not utter the term gird-gird ; if the singer uttered these words, 
he would swallow himself; the singing should be done by pronouncing the 
term ird ’ ; — the question arises — Are the details laid down in connection 
with the term ‘ gird ’ to be performed in connection with the term ‘ird 
or not ? 

On all these questions, the Purvapaksa view is that — “ The details 
laid down in connection with the Vrihi grain and other things (mentioned 
above) cannot he applicable to the Nivdra-grain and other things (that 
are laid down as to be used in place of the former), and hence they should 
not be performed in the case of these latter.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta : — In connection with 
the Nivdra-grain and other things, the Injunctions must be followed ; because 
the details laid down in connection with the respective Primary Sacrifices 
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are quite applicable to them. In connection with the Primary Sacrifice also, 
the particular details are laid down in reference to the transcendental result, 
not in reference to the Vrihi-grain and other things ; because what is laid 
down is a particular means of bringing about the transcendental result ; 
so that the details laid down are in reference to that result, and not to the 
Vrihi-grain and other things. This we have already seen above. — Then 
again, it is clearly understood that the Nivara-grain and other things serve 
the purposes served by the Vrihi-grain and other things respectively. 

(а) As for the Nivara, the injunction regarding it is that ‘ the Rice- 
offering should be prepared of Nivara-grain ’ ; — and the Nivara-grain cannot 
accord any help to the Sacrificial performance except through being made 
into Bice ; and it is clearly perceptible that the Nivara serves the same 
purpose as the Vrihi. 

(б) Similarly in the case of the injunction, ‘ One should offer the 
■^adaha ’ ; it is understood that ‘when the Sadaha, is omitted i.e. 
when the offering is not done with the Sadaha, — then ‘recourse should 
be had to Honey and Clarified Butter’; and as a rule, when it is found 
that one thing is dropped when another is present, it is understood that 
one is the substitute of the other ; so that when the text says that there 
should be Eating of Honey when the Sadaha is not there, it follows that 
the Honey serves t he same purpose as the Sadaha ; and hence the observances 
and restrictions connected with the Sadaha become applicable to. the Eating 
of Honey also. The Cups however do not come in in the ease of the Honey- 
Bating, as there is no Sacrificial Offering ; and so also there is no Hynvnmg, 
as the Hymning has been laid down as to be done while holding the Chip 
or raising the Ladle [so that when there is no Cup or Ladle, there can be 
no Hymning] ; and as there is no Hymning, there can be no Shamscma 
(Praying for gifts), which is laid down as to be done ‘ after Hymning’, 
Similarly, there being no Savana, the Savaniya offerings do not come in. 
Thus, for one reason or the other, certain details do not come in in the ease 
of Honey -Eating ; but the Observances and Restrictions do come in ; as also 
such other details are not absolutely useless. 

( c ) As regards the unhusking of the rice with the nails, — the Riee-grains 
do not become so ‘ unhusked V unless the husks are all removed with the 
nails ; hence it follows that the nails have been laid down as to be used for the 
purpose of removing the husks; and as such, they become connected with 
the details laid down in. connection with the Pestle and Mortar, 

(d) Similarly, the Paridhi is used for the purpose for which the Sacrificial 
Post is used, — as is distinctly laid down in the text c They tie the animal 
to the Paridhi * ; hence it follows that the details laid down in connection 
with the Post, should appertain to the Paridhi. 

(e) In the sentence * One should not utter the words gkd-gvrd, — one 
should sing, pronouncing the words ira \ — we do not have the injunction 
of both — of the prohibition of ‘ gird ’ and of the. use of ‘ ird * ; as, if it were 
so, then there would be a syntactical split. Nor can the word ‘ ira ’ be taken 
as merely referred to, as it has not been enjoined before; to the Prohibition 
however, a reference w possible ; because when the word ‘ ird ’ is used, it 
is clear that the word ‘ gird ’ cannot be used. The sentence is understood 
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as laying down only one form in which the word can be pronounced ; — the 
sense being that * inasmuch as there is this danger in the use of the word 
gird, one should use the word ird.* If the sentence were taken as laying down 
several distinct forms of words to be used. — then there would be need of 
several assumptions of Transcendental Results.— The sentence cannot be 
taken as enjoining the dangerous thing that ‘ one should swallow himself ’ ; 
because as for the man’s own body, it is impossible for him to swallow it ; 
if it refers to the Supreme Soul, .then its * swallowing ’ would not be anything 
undesirable ; — and the defect of syntactical split would remain all the same, 
in this case also. — -Hence the mention of the word ‘ gird * in the sentence 
in question should be taken as meant to show that the word * ird ’ serves 
the same purpose as * gird — this being the meaning of the assertion that 
* one should not sing, uttering the words gird-gird \ — From this it follows 
that the details laid down in connection with the word * gird ’ should 
appertain to the word ‘ird*. 

Thus the same conclusion is arrived at in connection with all the five 
cases., 

As regards the Paridhi, we are going to have a discussion in the following 
Adhikarana. 



Aphikarana ( 20 ) : The details of the Sacrificial Post 

should be performed in connection with the Paridhi. 

SUTRA (41). 

[Ppryapaksa]— “ In view of the purpose fob which the Paridhi 

IS BROUGHT INTO EXISTENCE, THERE SHOULD BE EXCLUSION 
FROM IT (OF THE DETAILS OF THE POST), — BECAUSE 
THESE DETAILS ARE BASED UPON THE FUNC- 
TIONS of the Post.” 

Bhasya. 

In connection with the Ghaturmasya sacrifices, it i$ declared— ‘ They 
tie the animal to the Paridhi at its middle point — It has been declared 
(in the preceding Adhikarana) that the details laid down in connection with 
the Post should be performed in connection with the Paridhi , — This view 
is now denied in the following Purvapaksa — “ The details should not be 
performed, — in view of the purpose for which the Paridhi is brought into 
existence; that is to say, the Paridhi is brought into existence for the 
purpose of * clothing ’ ( paridhana , i.e. surrounding), the Ahavaniya Fire ; 
consequently the details connected with the Post should be excluded from 
it specially bemuse these details are based upon the functions of the Post ; 
i.e. through the tying of the animal, which brings about the particular 
transcendental result, the details in question connect themselves with that 
transcendental result. Now the thing that has been declared to be part 
and parcel of the act of tying the animal must be regarded as having been 
brought into existence for the purpose of that tying ; so that, when a thing 
has been brought into existence for the * clothing * (surrounding) of the 
Ahavaniya Fire, — if it is used as part and parcel of something else, the arntnaZ- 
tying may be done to it ; but that cannot justify the application to it of the 
details of the Post ; because what may be done to that thing would not be 
done to the Animal, nor to anything connected with the Animal. — Further, 
the details of the Post would be excluded from the Paridhi for the very reason 
that it is Paridhi and as such is covered with bark (which the Post is not), 
and is not vertical (as the Post is) ; and further, it would be necessary to 
modify also the formula ‘ Bring Clarified Butter for the Post which would 
be entirely objectionable. — From all this 'we conclude that the details 
•connected with the Post are not to be adopted in the ease of the Paridhi 
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SUTRA (42). 

''[SxDDHANTA] — In REALITY, THE DETAILS ‘SHOULD COME IN, AS THEY 

WOULD BE USEFUL ; AND THE EMBELLISHMENT IS FOR THAT 
PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

In reality, the details connected with the Post should find room in con- 
nection with the Paridhi ; because those details have been laid down, as- 
helping in the work of tying the animal ; and if any other tiling brings about 
the tying, it does help in the work of the tying ; — now the Embellishment 
in question (consisting in the detailed processes through* which the Post 
is carried) brings about the tying ; and it does not depend upon the fact 
of the thing concerned {Post er Paridhi) having, or not having, been brought 
into existence for that purpose ; — -hence the details connected with the Post 
must be performed in connection with the Paridhi. 

It has been argued that the Paridhi has the bark on it and is not 
vertically placed [and as such does not ressemble the Post], — The answer 
to that is that such of the details would be performed as are not incompatible 
with the character of the Paridhi , — and not those that are incompatible 
with it. 

SUTRA (43). 

The name also would apply to the Substitute by reason of 

THE COMING IN OF THE DETAILS, SPECIALLY AS THEY 

ARE SOMETHING NEW. ‘ ' 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued that the formula ‘ Bring Clarified Butter for the 
Post ’ would (according to the Siddhanta) have to be modified (in the case of 
the Paridhi). — The answer to that is that there need be no modification ; 
because, by reason of the coming in of the details (connected with the Post) 
the name c Post ’ also would be applicable to the Paridhi ; because the name 
is due to those details ; and hence it should be just as applicable to the 
Paridhi as to the Post. Hence there need be no modification of the term 
‘ Post ’ in the said formula. 


Adhikabana (21): The details connected with the 4 Bra- 
nitd water ’ should he performed in connection with 
substances like the 4 Shrta 5 {Boiled Milk) 
and 1 Dadhi 9 {Curd). 

StJTRA (44). 

[Purvapak? a] — ** The two substances are tor different purposes ; 

NOR IS THERE ANY SIMILARITY OF PURPOSE (BETWEEN THE TWO 
THINGS) ; AND THE EMBELLISHMENT IS FOR THAT 
■ PURPOSE.” 

Bhdsya. 

The subject-matter of the present Adhikarana are the phrases * Shrte- 
charum ’ (Bice Cooked in, boiled milk) and ‘ Dadhamhcharum * (Bice Cooked 
in Curd), as occurring in the following passage- — ‘ Vi vd enam pmjayd pashu- 
bhirardhayati, vardhayatyasya bhrdtrvyam, yasya havirniruptam pwrastd- 
chehandrcurna abhyudeti ; sa tredhd tapdulan vibhajet ; ye jmidhyamastanagnayi 
ddtrl puroddehenaatdkapdlannirvapet ; ye sthaviethdstdnindrdya praddtre 
dadhanshcharum ; ye ksodisfhastdn vimave shipivistaya shrte charum \ 

In regard to these two phrases, there arises the following question — 
Should, or should not, the details connected ‘with the ‘ Pranita ’ [Water 
sanctified for the purpose of Cooking Rice] be performed in connection with 
the ‘ Shrta ’ (Boiled Milk) and ‘ Dadhi ' (Curd) ? 

The Purvapaksa view on this question is as follows ; — “ The details in 
question should not be performed. The thing in question {Boiled Milk 
or Curd) is for the purpose of being offered, not. for the purposes for which 
the Pranita water is used ; as a matter of fact, the Curd, along with a portion 
of the Rice, is to be offered to Indra-Praddtr ; and similarly the Boiled Milk , 
along with another portion of the Rice, is to be offered to Vignu-SMpivista ; 
so that neither the Curd nor the Boiled Milk has been enjoined for the 
purpose of Cooking (the Rice). As for the presence of the Locative Ending 
(in * Shrte ’ and*" Dadhani*), that is a mere reference ; for, as a matter of 
fact, neither the Curd nor the Milk has been enjoined for the purpose for 
which the Pranita water is used. Consequently those two substances are 
not connected with the details connected with the Pranita water. — Nor is 
there any similarity of purpose between the Pra^itd water and the Curd ; 
— and the Embellishment (due to the details in question) is for the accom- 
plishment of that purpose, through the act of Cooking, From all this it 
follows that the details connected with the PranUa-tvater are not to be 
adopted in connection with the Milk or the Curd.” 
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SUTRA (45). 

[Siddsanta]— They should be performed ; because the 

PURPOSE IS FULFILLED. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right that the Details connected with the Pranita -water should 
not he performed in connection with Curd and Milk ; as a matter of fact, 
these details have been enjoined as helping in the Cooking (of Rice), — and 
not in connection with any substance brought in for the purpose of eooldng ; 
only in the latter case could the need for the details be regarded as having 
ceased to exist in the case of substances other than the water. In fact, 
the details are performed with a view to definite transcendental results ; 
and the act of Cooking (which is done with water) is done with Curd and 
Milk also ; henee these also should be connected with the said details. 


Adhekarana (22) : The characteristic details of the 
1 Brhat ’ and 1 Rathantara ’ Samans are restricted 
in their application. 

StJTRA (46). 

[Porvapak^a] — “ Inasmuch as they serve one and the same 

PURPOSE, THERE SHOULD BE NO DISTINCTION.” 

Bhaqya. 

In connection with the Jyoti^oma, it is declared — ‘ Brhat g rtfham 
bhavati rathantaram prtfham bhavati \ [and in connection with these Samans, 
certain details have been prescribed. The question is— Are these details 
restricted to each fi&man ? — Or should all be performed in connection with 
both ?] 

The PUrvapaJcpa view on this question is as follows — “ It is clear -that 
the two Sdmana are optional alternatives ; — -certain details have been laid 
down in connection with the accomplishment of the Brhat-Sdman with a 
view, to the same purpose for which the Rathantara-Sdman is used ; — hence 
it follows that the details connected with the Brhat and the details con- 
nected with the Rathantara should all be performed in connection with 
both. And the mention of the Bfhat or the Rathantara would, in this case, 
be taken as meant for the purpose of indicating the particular Raman to 
be used (in a particular case) 

StJTRA (47). 

[Siddhanta] — They should be restricted, because op the 

SPECIFICATION. 

Bhasya. 

On account of the specification, the details connected with the Rathantara 
should be performed in connection with the Rathantara only; such details 
being specified as — ‘It should not be sung loudly, nor should it be sung 
with force ; when the Rathantara is being sung, one should close his eyes, 
one should turn his eye towards Heaven’, and so forth. The details con- 
nected with the Brhat are — -‘The Brhat should be sung loudly; 
when the Brhat is being sung, one should think in his mind of the ocean ’ 
and so forth.— This specification in this form can serve a useful purpose 
only when the two sets of details are respectively restricted. Otherwise, 
the mention of the ' Bfhat * and the ‘ Rathantara ’ would have to be taken 
as merely illustrative ; and in that case the words could be taken in a figura- 
tive sense ; but so long as a word can be taken in its direct primary sense, 
it is not right to take it in an indirect figurative sense. 
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SHABARA-BHASYA *. 


It has been argued that both the Rabhxmtura and the Brhat serve the 
same purpose. — It is true that they serve the same purpose — of accomplish- 
ing the Soman ; and yet it is also true that the Soman is accomplished by 
tiie Brhat in one way and it is.-arccomplish.ed by the Rathantara in an entirely 
different way. For instance, when a piece (of stick or bamboo) is to he 
divided, there are two ways of doing it— (1) that two men should pull it 
at the two ends, and (2) it should be cut by a sharp -edged weapon ; now 
the process of sharpening the weapon to be used is connected with the 
second way of cutting the bamboo, and not with the way of pullinq it at 
the two ends,— even though this latter way also serves the same purpose— 
In the same manner, the question to be considered is — Are the details of 
the Brhat to be employed in connection with the Rathcmtcvra which serves 
the same purpose as the said Brhat ? And on the strength of the aforesaid 
specification, we conclude as follows : The Brhat accomplishes the purpose 

in one way and the Ratluvntara accomplishes it in an entirely different way. 
And we directly perceive another point of difference also : The Rat-bantam 

.accomplishes the Saman by setting forth the ‘ Shura ’ and other hymns, 
while the Brhat accomplishes it by setting forth the ‘ ChStni- ’ and other 
hymns. Thus the details of the Rathanhvra are restricted to the Shura 
and other hymns, and as such should come in when the Rathantcvi'a is 
proceeded with— and not when the Brhat is proceeded with ; similarly the 
details connected with the Brhat also are restricted to the Ghift-a and other 
hymns, and as such should come in only when the Brhat is proceeded with,— 
not when the Rathantam is proceeded with— Thus there is restriction of 
the two sets of details. 


Adeekarana (23) : In connection with the . 4 Kama 

rathantara \ the details of both the ‘ Brhat ’ and 
the 1 Rathantara 5 are to performed . 

StJTRA (48). 

In connection with the Kanva-eathantaba, they should be 

BESTBICTED ONLY WHEN THEBE IS INCOMPATIBILITY, — BECAUSE 
IT IS A MODIFICATION OF BOTH. 

Bhasya. 

There is the Vaishyastoma sacrifice, laid down in the 'text—' The Vaishya 
should perform the Vaishyastoma sacrifice ’ ; — in connection with it, there 
is the following declaration — 1 The Kanva-mtJumkira Smnan is sung’. 

In connection with this, there arises the question — In connection with 
the Kanva-rathantara , should the details of only one— either the Brhat or 
the Rathantara — be performed ? — Or of both ? 

On this question, the Purvapafya view is as follows The details 
of only one of the two should be performed. — Why ‘t — Because of the 
specification contained in the following declaration — ‘ To Rathantara belong 
the details of the Rathantara, and to the Brhat, the details of the Brhat ’ ; 
and until any thing further is declared, only that much can be accepted 
which has been already declared. From this it follows that the details of 
only one of the two should be adopted.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — In connection 
with the Kanm-rathantara, — because it is a modification of both, — i.e. because 
the Kanva-rathatifara serves the functions of both, therefore,— -it should take 
m the details of both. In connection with the modification (i.e. the Karyca- 
rathantara), there is no specification, as there is in connection with the 
original ( Ratlmntara mid Brhat) ; it is only through Presumption that the 
details come in ; and in the case of the Kanva-ratjumtara, the Presumption 
applies equally to both ; hence it should take in the details of both. — It is 
only those details that are incompatible, — such as ■ it should be sung loudly, 
it should be sung with force ’ (which are not compatible with the Rathantara. 
which is to be sung ‘ not loudly, nor with force ’)— that should be restricted 
(excluded) ; — those that are not incompatible should all come in. 

[According to Kumarila, this Siddhdnta is wrong, the right view being that the 
Details of the two should be treated as optional alternatives]. 


Abhxkarana (24) : In a case where both Sdmans are sung , 

the details of each should be restricted to itself . 

StJTRA (49). 

[Pff BV APAK? A]—lN a CASE WHERE BOTH SiMANS ARE SUNG, IT SHOULD 

BE AS IN THE FOREGOING CASE ; BECAUSE THE PURPOSE SERVED 
IS ONE AND THE SAME. 

Bhdsya. 

There are certain sacrifices where two Sdmans are sung ; "for instance, 

« Both should be sung at the Sammva ; both should be sung at the Qosava 

In connection with the Aprachiti also, there is the declaration — ‘ At the 

Bkaha, both the Brhat and the Bathantara should be sung — At the original 
Primary Sacrifice, there are details connected with the Brhat, as also details 
connected with the Bathantara. All these details b^pome applicable to the 
Qosava and the rest, under the General Rule relating to the Primary and its 
modifications. 

How, there arises the question — At the sacrifice where two Sdmans 
are used, are the details of both to be brought in ? Or here also they should 
be restricted ? 

On this the Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ At the sacrifice with two 
Sdmans also it should be as in the foregoing case of the Kanva-rathantara. 
Because in this case both the Sdmans together make up the Prstha (Hymn), — 
not singly. Hence it would not be right for it to take in the details of any 
one of them singly ; — here both appear conjointly; — hence both would 
take in the details ; both appear conjointly ; i.e. they combine together for 
accomplishing the one purpose of making up the Prstha (Hymn) *%■ 

StJTRA (50). 

[Siddhanta] — In BEAUTY, inasmuch as the details of each are 

FOR ITS OWN PURPOSES, THERE SHOULD BE RESTRICTION, AS IN 
THE CASE OF THE ORIGINAL PRIMARY SACRIFICE. 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ vd ’ (‘ in reality ’) indicates the rejection of the Purvapaksa 
■ view. It is not right that when the Brhat and the Bathantara appear to- 
gether, they should take in the details of both ; in fact, the details of the 
Bathantara should apply to the Bathantara only, and those of the Brhat, 
to the Brhat only. — “Why so ?” — Because details are for the purpose of 
that to which they belong ; i.e. the details of the Bathantara are for the 
Bathantara and those of the Brhat are for the Brhat. Then again, the details 
belong to the two Sdmans, not to the Prstha and when the Saman is 
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sung, it is either the Eathantara only or the Brhat only (at any one time) ; 
so that when the Eathantara is sung, the details of the Eathantara are to be 
brought in ; and when the Brhat is sung, the details of %\\%Brhai should be 
brought in. The details are in fact brought in by virtue of the 
particular Saman -and the Saman produces visible as well as invisible 
(transcendental) effects ; hence the Sdman also has the capacity of determin- 
ing the details: — From all this it- follows that there should he restriction of 
the details, as in the .case of the original Pri/mmy. Just as, when the 
Eathantara is sung at the original sacrifice, the details of the Rath/mtarra 
are brought in, — and when the Brhat is sung, the details of the Brhat are 
brought in; — similarly so should it be in the case in question also. 


Adhikarana (25) : The 4 Pdrvana-Homa ’ and such acts are 
not to be done at the 4 Saurya 5 and other Sacrifices. 
SUTRA (51). 

The two Parvana-Homas do hot come in, because the term per- 
tains TO THE GROUP AND IT IS THE GROUP (OF ACTS) THAT IS 
PERFORMED. 

Bhdsya. 

There are the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices, in connection with which 
there is the declaration— ‘With the Sruva one offers the 

Parvana-Homas ’. — In regard to the Saurya and other modifications of the 
Darsha-Purnamdsa, there arises the question— Are the two Parvana-Homas 
to be offered at them, or not ? 

The first point to consider in this connection is this — Are the Parvana- 
Homas an offering to be made in connection with a certain point of time ? 
Or one to be made as part of a group (of offerings) ? — In the former case, 
they should come in at the Saurya and other modificatory sacrifices ; while, 
if they form part of a group, then they do not come in. 

“Why should this second question arise at all?” 

It arises, because usage points both ways ; among ordinary people in 
the whole country — from the Himalaya down to the Kumari (Cape 
Comorin ?), the term ‘ parva ’ (from which ‘ parvana ’ is derived) is known 
as denoting a point . of time, as also a group. 

The Purvapaksa view is that — “ The Parvana-Homas are an offering to 
be made in connection with a point of time ; we accept this usage, per- 
taining to the point of time [and hence the Homas should come in at the 
Saurya and other sacrifices]”. 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta At the modificatory 
or Ectypal Sacrifices, the two Parvana-Homas do not come in. — Why ? — 
Because the term pertains to the group ; that is, the offering is spoken of as 
‘ Parvana on the basis of that usage of it which pertains to a group. The 
usage relating to the point of time we are going to. refute below. Hence, 
inasmuch as the term 4 Parvan ’ denotes a group, what has to be performed 
is a group of offerings ; hence they cannot come into the modificatory 
sacrifices. 

SUTRA (52). 

“ But the term is connotative of the time ”, — if this is 
urged [then the answer is as in the next Sutra]. 

Bhdsya. 

If you think that — “the term ‘ parvan 5 denotes a point of time, and 
hence the offering in question should be made in connection with that 
point of time then we are going to refute it (in the following Sutra). 
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This Sutra merely states the objection; it is going to be developed 
later on. 

StJTRA (53). 

Teat cannot be; as such is not the Context. 

Bhdsya. 

There is no reference in the Context to any point of time ; while there is 
a distinct reference to the group. Hence, on the basis, of the particular 
•Context, the term is taken as . denoting the group , not the point of time. 

Says the Opponent— “ The Context . cannot set aside the fact of the 
term 4 parvan ’ denoting the point of time ; because Context is weaker in 
its authority than the Indicative Power (of words).” 

The answer to this is as follows — As a matter of fact, the term ' parvan ’ 
is not really connotative of both ; it really denotes only one ; if it denotes the 
point of time, then it is through the connection of this point of time that it 
can be understood as pointing to the group ; while, if it denotes the group 
then it is through its connection with this group that it can be understood 
as pointing to the point of time ; so that the correct thing is to take it as actu- 
■ally denoting either one of the two, not both. Such being the case, the reason 
in favour of its being taken as denoting the group is that it is in keeping 
with the Context. 

Further, the term * parvan ’ is derived from the root ‘pm ’ ; and this 
Toot is known to be connotative of giving , offering ; and it is the groups that 
are offerings ; hence the term must be taken as standing for the group of 
offerings', as this would be in keeping with .the derivative meaning of the 
term. 

From all this it follows that the Parvarta-Homas cannot come in into 
-the Saurya and other modificatory sacrifices. 


SUTRA (54). 

Also because oe the wobds of the Mantba. 

Bha§ya. 

It is only in accordance with this view that the reference contained 
in certain Mantras would be applicable; the two mantras being — (a) 
1 ftsabham vdjinam vdyam purparndsam yajdmahe ’, and (6) ' Amdvdsyd 
subhagd sushevd ’. — [The former, used at the Pdrvana-Homa distinctly refers 
to the group of offerings that constitute the Purnamasa sacrifice, and the 
latter mantra, also used at the Homa, distinctly refers to the group that 
constitutes the Amdvdsyd or Darsha sacrifice]. 
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SHABARA-BHASYA : 


StJTRA (55). 

“ Even though the group is not there [at the modificatory 

SACRIFICES], YET LIKE ‘ AgNI ’ [IT WOULD COME IN] ”, — -IF THIS 
is urged [then the answer is as given in the 
next Sutra]. 

Bhtisya. 

Opponent — “ It is not right that the Homas should not find room in 
the Modificatory Sacrifices. Because even though the group is not there. — 
i.e. even, though the term * parvana ’ denotes the group , — and the group 
is not there at the Modificatory Sacrifices, — yet the Pdrvana-Homas must 
come in at them. — How ? — There may be some other deity indicated by 
the term (‘ Parvana ’) ; or the group itself, though not actually present, 
may be offered, for the purpose of helping the Saurya and other Modificatory 
Sacrifices ; — just as in the mantra 1 Agnimagna dvaha \ Agni is invited for the 
purposes of the Sacrifice, — irrespective of its being present or not present 
there, — so would it be in the case in question also.” 

SUTRA (56). 

Not so ; the statement pertains to a particular topic. 



What has been urged is not possible, because the statement pertains 
to a particular topic; i,e. it lays down a detail in connection with that 
action to which the Context belongs ; — and then it is the Agneya and other 
offerings (constituting the Primary Sacrifices) to which the Context belongs ; 
hence those (i.e. Agni, etc.) are the deities connected with the Homa in 
question ; it is the Homa offered to them that can be regarded as being 
for the sake of the deities. From this it follows that in a case where these 
deities are not present, the Homa for them cannot be offered ; so that 
the Parvarha-Homas must be excluded from the Saurya and other Modificatory 
Sacrifices. 



Adhi&arana ( 26 ) : The two 4 Pdrvana-Homas ’ are 
restricted to th§ ‘ Darsha ’ and 4 Ptlrnamdsa 5 
Sacrifices, each to each. 

SfJTRA (57). 

[PUeyapak?a] — “They should certain to both, as there 

CAN BE NO DISTINCTION.” 



The question that is raised now is— Are both the Pdrvana-Hornm to 
he offered at the Darsha as well as at the Purntimdsa ?— Or should’ the 
Paurnamcisi -H. oma be offered at the Purnamdsa sacrifice and the Baraka - 
Homa at the Darsha sacrifice ? 

The Purvapalcsa view is that — “both should be offered at both the 
sacrifices ; — why ? — because both the Homas have been spoken of in the 
Context of both the sacrifices ; and as such they should be offered at both 

StJTRA (58). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, each of the two Homas should be offered 

AT THAT SACRIFICE WTTH WHOSE NAME IT IS 
CONNECTED; 

Bkasya. 

The term ‘ vd 5 (in reality) sets aside the Purvapalcsa view. It is not 
right that both should be offered at both ; each of them ■ should be offered at 
that sacrifice with whose name it is connected ; as it can be helpful at that 
only ; and it would be useless at the other, and what is useless should 
not be done. It has been pointed out (in the last Adhi.) that the two 
' Homas pertain primarily to the group of offerings ; — hence it follows that 
each of them should appertain to that sacrifice only with whose name 
it is connected. 



Adhikarana (27) : Terms Wee " Samid ’ and the rest , 

occurring in such texts as ‘ Samidho yajati ’ are 
hiames of Sacrifices. 

SUTRA (59). * 

“ It may appertain to the Prayaja ”, — ip this be urged 
[then the answer is as in the next Sutra]. 

Bkdsya. 

In connection with the Darsha-Purnamasa, Prayctjas have been laid 
down in the following sentences — ’'Samidho yajati, tanunapdtam yajati, 
i$o yajati, barhiryajati, svdhaJedram yajati \ 

In regard to this, the following question is raised — Do these sentences— 

‘ Samidho yajati ’ and the rest — enjoin particular deities in the form of 
Samid and the rest,— the meaning being that ‘sacrifices are to be offered 
to Samid and the other deities’ ?— Or they do not assert any connection with 
the Samid and the rest that occur in the Context,— i.e. they do not enjoin 
any deities with such names, in connection with the main sacrifice {Darsha- 
Purnamasa) ? 

On this question, the- Jpurvapakqa view is as follows : — “ What is 
enjoined in the sentences is the sacrifice to * Samid ’ and the rest ; and from 
Syntactical Connection it is dear that ■ Samid ’ and the rest are deities. 
If we connect the sentence with the Samid , etc. mentioned in the context, 
the connection of the Context remains intact ; and the result of this would 
be that at the Prayaja also there would be those same deities that are spoken 
of in the Context ; — and it is the Deity that is the principal factor, as in 
the Parvana-Homa ”. 

SUTRA (60). 

[Siddhanta] — Not so ; because it is not enjoined. 

Bhd§ya. 

It cannot be as asserted above ; as in the sentences Samid and the rest 
are not enjoined as deities. — Why ? — Because of the presence of the Accusa- 
tive Ending (in the words ‘ samidhah ’, ‘ tanunapatam \ etc.). As a rule, 
whenever the deity is enjoined, it is either by means of the appropriate 
nominal affix or by means of the Dative Ending ; and it is only in these two 
cases that the idea of being for the sake of is connected ; and it is only when 
there is this idea of being for the sake of, that the word is understood to denote 
the Deity. As a matter of fact, the Deity is not any distinct species 
of Being ; so that the same may be the ‘ deity ’ of one thing and not the 
deity of another ; one thing is the ‘ deit£ ’ of another thing, when the 
latter is for the sake of the former. — As for the Accusative Ending, it is used 
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in the sense of the most desired, so that it does not express the idea of any- 
thing being for the sake of another. It is for this reason that a word with 
the Accusative Ending cannot denote the Deity. 

Says the Opponent — “We shall assume the idea of being for the sake of ; 
as is done in the case of such sentences as ‘ Visnum yajati ’, ‘ Varunam 
yajati \ ” 

But here neither * Yiqnu ’ nor ‘ Varuna ’ is a sacrifice ; nor is either 
of them anything else which could be the most desired ; and yet we 
have the Accusative Ending ; hence what is done in this case is 
that the idea of being for the sake of is assumed; — or it Is taken 
as being expressed by some other word. — In the case in question however, 
the said idea is not expressed by any other word.; nor can it be assumed 
nor can the thing spoken of be regarded as Something conducive to the 
accomplishment of the action of sacrifice. On -the other hand, the very 
nature of the terms * Samid ’ and the rest is such that they can be taken as 
signifying sacrifices ; as for the Accusative Ending, it is also used in cases 
where an action is the most desired factor ; as we find in such expressions as 
* Pdkam pachati ’. — From all this it follows that what the sentence * Samidho 
yajati ’ means is that * the Samid sacrifice should be performed ' Whenever 

an action tending to the performance of a sacrifice is enjoined, it is the 
sacrifice that is enjoined.— If the sentence were taken as enjoining a deity, 
—such enjoining of the deity could he done only if the act of sacrifice 
itself had been enjoined ; and such injunction of what is enjoined would 
involve a syntactical split. Hence the sentence cannot be taken, as the in- 
junction of a deity. And when tins sentence capnot be taken as enjoining the 
deity, the injunction of the deity will have to be sought after in the words 
of the Mantras ; and in that case those Deities would be regarded as 
enjoined, through the words of the Mantra, for the simple reason that they 
are wanted and are compatible. Hence in the case of the sacrifices in 
question (Samid, Tanunapdt, etc.), the Deities should be taken to be those 
that are indicated by the words of the Mantras. 


End of Pdda ii of Adhyaya IX. 



ADHYAYA IX. 

PADA III. 


Adhikabana (1) : Such terms as 1 Vnhi 5 occurring in 

Mantras should, he changed when these Mantras 
come to he used at a modificatory sacrifice 

SUTRA (I). 

It is true that at the Primary Original Sacrifice the words 

OP THE MANTRA SHOULD BE USED IN THEIR ORIGINAL POEMS, — 

AND SO ALSO AT THE SUBSEQUENT SACRIFICE, BECAUSE THIS 
LATTER HAS THE FORMER FOR ITS ORIGINAL ” — BUT IT 
CANNOT BE SO, WHEN THOSE WORDS DO NOT 
SIGNIFY THE THING REQUIRED. 

Bhasyon 

Modificatory sacrifices form the subject-matter of this Adhikaraiia, 
—•such as (A) ‘ Desiring Brahmic glory, one should offer cooked rice to 
Surya \ — Desiring offspring, one should offer the. cake baked upon eleven 
pans to Indrct-Agni \ — ‘ Desiring cattle, one should perform the Chitrd 
sacrifice’, — ‘Desiring a village, one should offer the Sdngmhanl to 
VishvZdivas ’. — At the sacrifice which is the original 'primary of all these 
the mantra used in the offering is 6 Agnaye justam nirvapami ’ [‘ I offer this 
to Agni ’].— (B) Then, there is another modificatory sacrifice laid down as — - 
* One should offer the Nivura cake baked on eleven pans, to Indra-Marutvat ’ ; 
— and at the sacrifice which is the 4 original primary 5 of this sacrifice, the 
mantra used contains the mention of Vnhi — 4 Syonante sadanam krnomi 
ghrtmya dhdraya, .... vrihinam medha sumanasyamdnah \ 

In regard to both these sets of modificatory sacrifices (A and B), at 
which the use of the mantras quoted above would come in under the General 
Law (laying down that ‘ the Modificatory Sacrifice should be performed in 
the same manner as its original Primary ’) — there arises the question— Are 
the mantras to be used (at the modificatory sacrifice) in their unchanged 
original forms ? — Or should there be a modification ? 

On this question, the Purvapa1c§a view is as follows : — “ The Mantras 
should be used without any modification; it is only thus that the scriptural 
text would be preserved. The General Law is that what is done at the 
original Pidinary Sacrifice should be done also at the corresponding 
Modificatory Sacrifice ; — and the terms ‘agni' and i vnhi‘‘ have been used 
at the original Primary ; — therefore those same terms should be used at 
the corresponding Modificatory Sacrifices also.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta — It is true that 
at the original Primary Sacrifice the words of the, Mantra should, be used in 
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their original forms, —send that as it is used at the original Primary so should 
it be done at the subsequent sacrifice, — i.e. at the Modificatory Sacrifice, 
that same Mantra should be used ; because this latter sacrifice has the former 
for its original . All this is quite true ; and yet we assert as follows : — It 
cannot be as has been suggested, because those words do not signify the things 
required ; that is, the terms * agni ’ and ‘ vnhi ’ would not signify Surya 
and Nivara (which are the things required at the Modificatory Sacrifices).- — 
The term ‘ cha ’ in the Sutra has the sense of ‘ tu ’, (‘ but what should 
be done by Mantras is that they should speak of the things (connected with 
the sacrifice),-— not that their mere form should be used; as in this latter 
case, a transcendental result would have to be assumed (as following from 
such use of the Mantras) ; while by signifying the things required, they serve 
a visible purpose.- — From all this it follows that the two terms should be 
■modified (at the Modificatory Sacrifices). 

SUTRA (2). 

Also because we find an indicative text. 



In support of the above conclusion there is the following indicative 
text — 1 Na mdtd vardhate, na pita, na bhratd, na sakha ’ [* The mother grows 
not, nor father, nor. brother, nor friend ’] as a matter of fact, we actually 
see the brother and the friend growing ; hence the sentence cannot be taken 
as denying the growth of the persons denoted by the words ; it must mean 
the denial of the growth of the words themselves ; — the meaning being 
that ‘ the term bhratr does not grow, nor the term sa'khi What would 
be the * growth ’ of these two words V r — ‘Growth’ would consist in the 
appearance of other letters ; e.g. when there is one person, the term is 
‘ bhratd ’, but when there are two persons, the same term assumes the 
form ‘ hhr&tamu \ Thus then what is meant is that * the term blvrdtr and 
the term sahhi are not modified’ ; — and from this it follows that words 
other than these do become modified ; for when it is said ‘ You do not go 
to assemblies, you do not see the performance what is implied is that other 
persons do go there ; — in the same manner, in the case in question, when 
it is said that ‘the term bhratr and the term sa'khi are not modified % it 
indicates that other terms do become modified. 

This disowsaxm is left incomplete here; another discussion will now 
proceed [and ike 'tikm&d of the main discussion unll be taken up later, after the 
.first explanation >qf Sutra 3 below]. 



Adhikaran a (2) : In a case where 4 Lotus-grass 9 is used y 

there should be a corresponding ‘modification 9 in 
the Mantra used in connection with the 
1 strewing 9 of the grass. 

SUTRA (3). 

There should be appropriate modification of teee generic 

TEEM AS WELL AS THE CONTINGENT 
TERM. 



The scriptures declare that—' Desiring prosperity, one should offer 
cooked Mudga-grains to Shri \ — In connection with this offering it is laid 
down that ‘ the grass used is of the Lotus ’ [‘ Paundarikani barhiso bhavanti * J 
— At the sacrifice which is the original Primary of this offering, the mantra 
used for the ‘ strewing of grass ’ is the following — ‘ Strnita barhih paridhatta 
vedim jay ami md himsiramupashaydna darbhaih strnita haritaih mpamaih 
nijkd hyete yajmanasya bradhnah ’ ; and under the General law, this same 
mantra has to be used at the aforesaid offering to Shri. — -Now in this mantra , 
we have the word ‘ darbhaih which is a ‘generic’ term (denoting the 
Kusha-grass), and * haritaih * is a ‘ contingent ’ term, that is; a term denoting 
the quality (green ) — [The two words thus meaning ‘ green Kusha-grass *] — 
[At the offering to Shri, in place of this green Kusha-grass, we have to use 
the Lotus-grass, which is red]. 

The question that arises is — [when the mantra comes to be used in 
connection -with the * strewing * of the Lotus-grass] should the generic term 
(‘ darbhaih % * Kusha-grass ■)■ alone be modified (into * paundarikaih 
‘Lotus-grass’), and the contingent term (‘haritaih’, ‘green’) be used without 
change ? — Or should both the terms be modified in their appropriate place, — 
i.e. the generic term being used in connection with the strewing, and the 
contingent term, in connection with the substance used for the strewing ? 

The question to be considered in the first instance is — In the Mantra, 
is the term ‘ harita ’ (‘ green ’) used for denoting the quality of green — colour ? 
— Or for denoting the quality of the substance used for strewing ? — “ What 
difference would that make ? ” — If what has to be spoken of is the green 
colour of the Kusha-grass, then it is clearly for some transcendental purpose ; 
and then in that case, in connection with the Lotus-grass also, the same 
green-colour should be spoken of, for some transcendental purpose ; so that 
the word * haritaih ’ (‘ green ’) should have to he used in its unaltered form ; 
— on the other hand, if the term ‘ haritaih ’ (‘ green ’ ) is meant to be used 
for speaking of the quality of the particular substance used for strewing, 
then it becomes necessary to speak of the quality of the Lotus-grass ; [and 
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la that case the word * green 5 should have to be modified into * red which 
is the colour of the Lotus-grass]. — The term ‘ green * may have both the 
meanings mentioned above ; thg question is — in which sense is it used in 
the Mantra in question ? 

The Purmpakqa view on these questions is as follows — “ The term 
‘green* should be used in its unmodified form; hence we conclude also 
that the word is used in the mantra for the purpose of speaking of. the 
green &tkmr.~-^Sxyw so ? — For the simple reason that the term ‘ harita 5 
(‘ green *) Is actually present in the Mantra-text. Nor is it necessary that 
the Mantra should speak of each and every one of the qualities that may 
be present in substances ; that quality alone should be taken as spoken 
of which is expressed by some word present in the Mantra ; — in the case in 
question, the w&rd in the mantra denotes the quality of green colour ; — 
hence it follows that this quality of green colour must be taken as spoken 
of [and hence the term denoting it must be used in its unmodified form]. — 
Objection — * That same term (green) also expresses the quality of the substance 
used for strewing \ — Answer — -We say — No ; the green colour is spoken of by 
means of the term * green *, not because it happens to be the quality of a sub- 
stance used for strewing, — -but because it possesses greenness ; so that the 
term * green * (‘ harita *) directly denotes 'this greenness, and only indirectly 
indicates the quality* of a strewing substance ; and Direct Denotation is more 
authoritative than Indirect Indication.-- Thus then, inasmuch as the words 
* haritaih * {‘green*) is used in the Mantra for the purpose of expressing the 
green colour , it should not he modified, even when the mantra is used at the 
Modificatory Sacrifice (of the offering to Shri). ” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhanta : — The 
‘ generic term * and the * contingent term *, both should be modified. In 
view of this, we offer the explanation that the term ‘ green ’ is used with a 
view to speak of the qualify of a' substance used for * strewing V Though 
it is true that the term ‘harita’ (‘green*) direetlv denotes the green colour, 
yet, there would be no point in the mantra speaking of the green colour ; 
so. that it would be necessary to assume a transcendental purpose ; but any 
such assumption would be unjustifiable so long as a visible, purpose could be 
found. By indirect indication, the i$rm * harita * expresses the quality 
of a substance used for strewing ; and thfe indication serves the visible purpose 
of describing the particular stremng-substance (Kusha) ; and under the 
circumstances, it should be necessary to indicate the quality of the other 
.substance (Lotus-grass) that is used for strewing (at the offering to Shn) ; 
consequently it becomes necessary to modify the term ‘harita’ (‘green’,) 
into ‘ rakta ’ (‘ red ’) [the Lotus-grass being red]. 


[The brokm thread of Adhikarana (l) ris now taken up]. 

The Adhikarctna that we have just dealt with appears to be of the 
nature Of something fallen within something else [ie, an interloper] ; hence 
we are explaining the Sutras (2 and 3) somewhat differently?-- 
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StJTEA (2) ALSO BECAUSE WE FIND AN INDICATIVE TEST, — St? TEA (3) 
THEBE SHOULD BE APPROPRIATE , .MODIFICATION OF THE 
GENERIC AS WELL AS THE CONTINGENT TERM. 

For the following reason also we conclude that there should be 
modification at the Modificatory Sacrifice — “ For what reason ? ” — We find 
an indicative text. — “ What is that indicative text ? ” — There is the following 
declaration — ‘ V ishvesdndevdndmusrdndm chhdgdndm vapdndm t medasonu- 
bruhi ’ — here we find used several modified generic terms ; which is possible 
only if Mantras are meant to express certain things (and not used only for the 
sake of the utterance leading to a transcendental result). — If no modification 
had been made, — and the mantra were not meant to express certain things, 
— then there should have been only the two terms ‘ agni ’ and ‘ chkaga 1 ; and 
the presence of the other words, which do not signify any action , would be 
entirely meaningless. Nor could the presence of the words be explained as 
containing the injunction of these words themselves; because there is no 
injunctive term in the sentence— “ They could be taken as enjoined by the 
declaration that lays down the entire procedure In that case, the objec- 
tion remains that, they would be there only for a transcendental purpose. — 
From all this it follows that there must be modification at the Modificatory 
Sacrifices. 

SUTRA (4). 

[A Purvapaksa view — continued] — “ Some people hold that thebe 

SHOULD BE NO MODIFICATION ; AS IT WOULD BE 
‘ N ON -SCRIPTURAL 

Bhdsya. 

“ Some teachers hold the view that there should be no modification.” 

In support of this view an indicative text is going to be cited (under 
the next Sutra) ; and it is an introduction to that that the view has been 
stated here (in the present Siitra). 

The sense of this Purvapaksa view is as follows : — 

“ If modifications were made in the Mantra , then the scriptural injunc- 
tion [i.e. in General Law that the Modificatory Sacrifice should be performed 
in the same manner as the original Primary) would be disobeyed. Hence 
there should be no Modification.” 

SUTRA (5). 

[Purvapaksa view — concluded] — “Also because we find indicative 

TEXTS.” 

Bka§ya. 

“ In support of this view (that there should be no modification) we 
find the following indicative. — In connection with the modificatory animal 
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at the Agmya, it is laid down- — ‘ Arjnaye, chhdgasya vapdyd medasonubruhi ’ ; 
if there were to be modification in the usual way, then there would be no 
need for the injunction direct ; — as a matter of fact however, we do not find 
the injunction ; — hence it follows that there should be no modification. — 
Further, there is yet another indicative. — In connection with the Agnisomiya 
animal, it has been declared — ‘ Yarhyekam yupamupasprshet esa te vdyo iti 
bruydt ; yadi dvau, etau tS vayu iti ; yadi bahun, ete te vdyavah ’ ; if modifica- 
tion were permitted, then all these varying injunctions would not be 
necessary ; as every one of them would be secured by modification ; — 
but there is the text actually enjoining the diverse forms ; — from this also 
it follows that there should be no modification.” 

StJTRA (6). 

[Purvapaksa amviered] — In reality, thebe must be modification, fob 

REASON'S ALREADY STATED. 

Bha§ya. 

The term ‘ vd ’ (‘in reality ’) sets aside the vie\y set forth above. It is 
not right that “ there should be no modification ”, — as has been just 
asserted ; — in fact, there must be modifications ; — in support of this view 
we have the reason, already explained before, at the end of Sutra (1).- — 
What the General Law (relating to the Primary Sacrifice and its Modifications) 
follows is the sense , not the mere words, of the Mantras ; because in the 
main, Mantras are meant to be expressive of sense ; they are not meant 
to be used merely in their verbal form. Hence for reasons explained before, 
there must be modifications in Mantras. 

We have only got to answer the arguments based upon the indicative 
texts cited. [This we proceed to dol] 


dGTRA (7). 

# 

The Indicative text cited is for the purpose of charting- 

the character of ‘Mantra \ 

Bhd§ya. 

The indicative text that has been cited — ‘ Agnaye chhdgasya vapdyd 
medaso ‘ nubruhi — enjoins the altered form, with a view to impart to it 
the character of ‘ Mardra ' ; otherwise, the mantra, in its modified form, 
would cease to be a real Mantra ; it is for tills reason that the text has 
reiterated it. 
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SUTRA (8). 

It serves the purposes of restriction; as (otherwise) 

BOTH MIGHT BE APPLICABLE. 

BMsya. 

As regards the second indicative text cited — ‘ Yarh/yekmn . . . esa te- 
vayo, etc. etc.’ — the answer to that is as follows: — If the declaration had 
not been made — that 1 if two posts should be touched, — if several posts 
should be touched then all the mantras (‘ esa te vayo — etau te vdyu, 
- — ete te vayavah'') would come to be used in connection witll the single 
Post ; in order to avoid this contingency, the restriction has been made — 
* If two posts are touched, one should say etau te vayu ; if several posts are 
touched, one should say ete te vaymah \ — Thus this text also does not lend 
support to the view that there should be no modifications in Mantras. 


Aphikarana (3) : In connection with the ‘ Agnlsothiya- 
Animat-offering \ the Expiatory Rite is to be per- 
formed on account of the ordinary touching 
of the Post. 

SUTRA (9). 

I® SHOULD BE BEBFORMED US’ CONNECTION WITH THE ORDINARY 
TOUGHING, BECAUSE THAT IS WHAT IS CONNECTED WITH EVIL .; 
SPECIALLY AS IT HAS BEEN ENJOINED AS CONTINGENT 
UPON SOMETHING COMING AFTEE THE SACRIFICE HAS 
BEEN COMPLETED ; HENCE IT COULD NOT BE PER- 
FORMED IN CONNECTION WITH THE SACRIFICE, 

AS IT IS NOT “APPLICABLE TO IT. 



There is the Jyotistoma sacrifice, at which there i{3 the Agnl^omUya- 
Animal-offering ; in connection with that, it is declared — ‘ If one touches one 
Post, he should say em te vayo ; if he touches two, he should say etau te vayu ; 
if he touches several, he should say ete te vdyavah [This lays down an 
Expiation to be performed for touching the Post]. 

In regard to this, there arises the following question : — Is this Expiation 
to be performed when one touches the Post during a sacrificial performance 
as well as when one touches it in ordinary life ? — Or only when he touches 
it during a sacrificial performance 1 Or only if he touches it in ordinary 
life? 

The Purmpaksa view is as follows — “ (A) It may be performed when 
one touches it during a sacrifice, as wellas in ordinary. life ; there is no 
restriction. — How so ? — Because no restrictive condition has been laid down * 
there is no restriction as that the expiation should.be performed only after 
touching it during a sacrifice, — or only After touching it in ordinary life. 
Hence there can be no restriction. — (B) Or the Expiation may be taken as 
to be performed only when one touches the Post during a sacrificial per* 
formance ; as in that case the Mantra (laid down in the context dealing with 
the sacrifice) would be connected with a purpose near at hand (in the shape 
of the Umchmg during the sacrifice), — while in the other case it would be 
connected with something quite apart from the context, and such con- 
nection could only be indirect. — Hence we conclude that the Expiation should 
be performed only on touching the Post during a sacrificial performance.” 

In answer to the above, we have tbe following SiddhSnta : — The Expiation 
can be performed only when one touches tbe Post in ordinary life, — not 
when one temcbes ft during a sacrificial performance. — “Why so ? — 
Because 'the Expiation has been laid down in connection with an evil, in 
the following text — ‘ Tbe Post absorbs the evil consequences of the sacrifice, 
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•—when one touches the Post, he absorbs the evil consequences of the 
sacrifice, — hence one should not touch the Post 1 ; — having made this declara- 
tion, the text goes on to say — ‘ If one touches one Post, etc. etc. ’ — Hence 
it is clear that the Expiation is to be performed in cases where there is the 
evil referred to in the text. This evil can be present only in the ordinary 
touching,— not in the touching during a sacrificial performance. Because 
it has been laid down that in course of the sacrificial performance, the 
Post has to be : raised * and ' anointed ’ (where touching is inevitable) ; 
and if the touching of the Post were something that ought not to he done (an 
evil), then it could not be what should be done. The prohibition of the 
touching has its scope in the ordinary touching ; where there would be 
not hin g incongruous (in its being regarded as an evil and. hence to be 
expiated). 

Further, the expiation has been enjoined as contingent -upon something 
coming after the completion of the sacrifice. [Read ' nimUte the 1 na ' 
having to be taken with what follows].— " How so ? ** — Tbe text says — 
‘ The Post absorbs the evil consequences of the sacrifice, etc. etc. which 
means that ‘if anything wrong has occurred during the sacrifice, ’ it is 
absorbed by the Post, and what has been good is absorbed by the sacrifice? ’ : 
all this is purely valedictory, and is not connected with any other injunctive 
word. It is only the term ‘ ista ’ that can be connected with an injunctive 
word ; and that same word, being connected with the valedictory words, 
is near at hand ; and being near at hand, it becomes connected with other 
words. Just as in the sentence — •' Dando monoharo ramamyashcha prnhara 
shighram \ though the word ; dandah ' is connected with the intervening 
words ‘ manoharah ’ and ‘ ramamyah \ yet being close at hand, it becomes 
connected with the words ‘ praho/ra shighram' 9 . In the same maimer, in 
the case in question, the word ’ista 9 becomes- connected with the other 
words, — the sense of the passage thus being — ‘if on the sacrifice being 
performed — istc — one touches the Post, he should say esa- to vdgo , etc. etc. ’ ; 
thus the word ‘ iste ’ comes to be expressive of the completion of the 
sacrifice. If then, the reciting of the mantra is contingent upon the touching 
that occurs after the completion of the sacrifice , — then dearly that touching 
cannot be one that is done during the sacrifice. — -Hence the conclusion is 
that the expiation is to be performed -when there is touching in ordinary 
life ; as for the touching during a sacrifice, the expiation cannot be performed 
in connection with it, became if is not applicable to it ; that is, it is not possible 
either for the prohibition (of touching) or the condition of ‘completion ’ 
to apply to what occurs during the sacrificial performance. 


[Kuniatila does not agree with the Bhaeya , and later writers present the 
Siddhanta in a simpler form The injunction of the Expiation follows upon the 
prohibition of touching;— this prohibition can apply to ordinary touching only— 
never to the touching during a sacrifice hence the Expiation should appertain 
to ordinary touching only.— Kumarila does not accept the Bhasya explanation of 
as ‘completion \] 


Adeqxabana (4) : At the Sacrifice where there are two animals 
the Singular arid Pl/wral forms of the words of the 
4 Pasha- Mantras 5 are to be modified into 
the Dual form. 

SUTRA (10). 

[PUstapak§a (A)]— “ That which is incompatible (with the Primary) 

SHOULD BE USED IN ITS UNMODIFIED FORM; BECAUSE ITS 
OBSTRUCTION IS NOT. VISIBLE ; AND BECAUSE THERE 

IS NO DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THIS AND THAT,'’ • 

Bhdsya. ‘ 

' There is the Atgm^omlya-Animal-sacriJice, laid down in the text— 
4 Fo dSkeito yadagMsomiyam pashumalahheto ’. When one, being initiated, 
sacrifices the animal dedicated to Agni-Soma ']. — In connection with this 
there is a Mantra- speaking of the singleness of the 'Pasha (Noose )— ‘ AdM/ih 
p&sham pmmnmohtu Siam ’ (‘May Aditi loosen this noose ’] ; also there is 
another ManSm speaking of the plurality of the Noose — " Adtitih, pdslifm 
pmnmmokiu Stan ’.—It is going to be explained (in the next Ad/dkmmjta) 
tlmt at the original Primary Sacrifice both these Mantras may be used. 

[The text has the word * Samuchchayam ’ which ordinarily means that both the 
Mantrm are to be used together; but in the next Adhikarana, the Siddhdnta 
is that both the Mantras may be used, —but as optional alternatives. The term 
* Samuchchayam'' of the text therefore has to be taken in this sense. ‘ Vikalpam ’ 
would be the right reading; but the MSS. also read * Samuchchayam'. The 
ShSftradipika speaks of ‘ Ubhayoh sannivdshah “both come in’; this also has 
to be taken in the sense that 'both come in— but as optional alternatives ’.—The 
Bhattadipika speaks clearly of • vikalpam which is in keeping with the Siddhanta 
of the next Adhikarana]. 

Then again, there is a modificatory sacrifice (Eetype) of the Agnfyomiya, at 
which two animals are killed, laid down in the text — * Maitram shvetamdlabMta 
— vdrunam Jcrsnam, etc. ’ [‘ The white goat should be sacrificed to Mihra 

and the black goat to Vrnwia — In accordance with the General Law, 
both the above-quoted mantras come to be regarded as to be used at this 
sacrifice of two animals. 

In regard to the use of these two mantras at this last sacrifice of the 
two goats, there arise the following questions: — (a) Is the word in the 
Plural form to be used in its unmodified form and that in the Singular form 
should be excluded f — Or (6) Should the Plural form ba exclude d and the 
Singular form used as modified (into the Dual form) ? — Or (c) should 
both, (the Plural as well as the Singular) *be used; there being a diversity of 
expression (i.e. option) regarding the one to be actually used in any 
particular case ? — Or (d) should the Singular form be used in its modified 
form, the Plural form also fin its modified form) not being excluded ? 
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(A) The first Purvapahsa is as follows: — “ That which is incompatible 
should be used in its unmodified form ; i.o. the ’Plural form, which is incom- 
patible with the Primary Sacrifice (at winch there is only one animal) should 
be used (at the sacrifice of two animals) in its unmodified form, and the 
Singular form should be excluded. — Why so ? — Because we find no obstacle 
to its being used ; so that just as it is used in the case of there being only 
(one animal and) one Noose so would it be used also in the case where there 
are (two animals and) two nooses ; specially as the Plural form is expressive 
of neither one nor turn. — In thus using the Plural form in its unmodified form, 
the soriptural injunction of the General Law beoomes honoured ; while in 
the other case, if the words were modified, then the Mantra would not be 
used in the form in which it is used at the Primary Sacrifice.. Nor is there 
any difference between one noose and two nooses fso far as the applicability 
of the Plural form is concerned].- — From all this it follows that, the Plural 
form should be used in its unmodified form and the Singular form should 
fee excluded.” 

SDTRA (11). 

[PffRVAPAK$A IN FACT, THEBE SHOULD BE MODIFICATION •: 

BECAUSE IT SERVES THAT PURPOSE.” 

Bha$ya. 

The term ' vd* (‘in fact ’ ) rejects the view set forth above. 

“ In fact, there should be modification ; that is, the Singular form should 
be used in its modified form and the Plural form should be excluded. — ■“ Why 
so f ” — Because it serves that purpose; that is, the two nooses that have to 
be spoken of in the Mantra used at the Modificatory Sacrifice (with two 
animals) have to be spoken of simultaneously, in accordance with the 
injunction of the Procedure ; so that, in the term ‘ pasha' (if the 
Singular form were used in its unmodified form) there would be nothing 
to differentiate which one of the two nooses is spoken of and which one is 
not spoken of ; as there is nothing to discriminate between the two nooses. 
In fact, the connection of both the nooses with the performance can be spoken 
of only by means of the Dual Accusative form, and by no other means. 
Hence we conclude that the word should be modified into the Dual form, 
and the Plural as well as the Singular form should be excluded.” 

SUTRA (12). 

[PfiRVAPAKSA (0 )} — “In reality, as in the Primary Sacrifice so 

IN THE OTHERS (MODIFICATORY SACRIFICES) ALSO, THE ONE 
OR THE OTHER SHOULD BE USED IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
THE SENSE ; BECAUSE OF THE CONNECTION OF 
THE ‘ INCOMPATIBLE ’ FORM.” 

Bhasya. 

The term * dpi vd ’ (‘in reality ’) sets aside the view just set forth. 

“The Plural form should not be excluded. Just as at the Primary 
Sacrifice, the Plural and the Singular forms are both used, — the Plural form 
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being used by reason of its ‘ incompatible connection ’, — so at the 
Modificatory Sacrifice also, the Singular should be used in the modified 
Dual form ; and the Plural form would also come in by reason of its ‘ in- 
compatible connection’. Because, if the Plural form is permissible at the 
Primary Sacrifice — in cases where only one Noose is there, — on the ground 
that the word ( L pashdn’) is meant to express only what is denoted by the 
basic noun (‘ pasha' independently of the signification of the case-ending), 
— then the same would be permissible, on the same ground, at the 
Modificatory Sacrifice, — where only two nooses are there. If it be held 
that at the Primary the Plural form expresses singularity, then at the 
Modificatory Sacrifice also, the Plural would express duaMly . — Hence there 
should be diversity of expression — (i.e. option) in regard to the use of the 
■exact form. ” 

SUTRA (13). 

[SlBDHANTA] — As A MATTER OF FACT HOWEVER, WHAT IS 1 I 3 ED SHOULD 

BE m ACCORDANCE WITH THE STATE OF THINGS ; BECAUSE WHAT 
IS INCOMPATIBLE CANNOT BE ENJOINED. 

Bhasi/a. 

The particle ‘ tu ’ (‘as a matter of fact however ’) rejects even the 
view that has been just set forth. 

It is not. right that there should be an option in the use of the Mantras ; 
what should be used is that which is in accordance with the state of things ; 
that is, the word should be modified into the Dual’ form, and the Plural 
as well as the Singular form shoiM be excluded ; because either the Plural 
or the Singular ending, appearing in the wake of the term * pasha'' as 
denoting two nooses, can never signify any connection with the sacrifice in 
question ; and in the matter of the comprehension of the meanings of words, 
ordinary usage is the sole means of ascertaining it; and in ordinary usage 
we never find a term with the Plural or with the Singular ending applied to 
two things. — From ail this it follows that in the case of there being two 
nooses, the Mantra should be used with the Singular or Plural forms— both 
duly modified (into the Dual form). 

Question: — “How is it that at the Primary Sacrifice, where there is 
only one noose, the Mcmti'a is used with the Plural form ? ’’-—[The answer is 
given in the next Sutrd \, — 

SUTRA (14). 

Ln THE CASE OF THE VeDIO TEXT, WE MUST USE IT AS 

WE FIND IT. 



In the case of the Vedic text, all that is actually found there should 
be regarded as authoritative, and it should not be transgressed. If one 
were to transgress it and assume something else, he would not be doing things 
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according to the Veda ; nor -would it be an ordinary worldly act, — -nor an- 
act in accordance with any propriety. 

It has been argued that “ tfye General Law lays down ‘diversity of 
expression ’ [i.e. option between the Plural and Singular forms] — But that 
is not so ; what is incompatible or unreasonable can never be enjoined ; 
as a matter of fact, the General Law does not countenance recourse to any 
such unreasonable process. — “Why?” — Because at the Primary Sacrifice 
there is only one Noose, while the mantra with the Plural form also appears 
in the same Context; so that in this ease the ‘diversity of expression ’ 
(i.e. the use of the Plural form in relation to one Noose) is what is directly 
indicated (by the Veda). [This cannot be the case with the Modificatory 
Sacrifice, which is apart from the Context], — What does the term ‘ diversity 
of expression * really mean ? — It means that the verbal expression is not in 
strict accordance with what is meant to be expressed by it. In the case of 
the Primary Sacrifice the Plural form is used in relation to the one Noose, 
not for the purpose of bringing about a ‘ diversity of expression % but for 
the purpose of doing exactly what it is capable of doing. — “What is it 
capable of doing 1 ” — The fact of the matter is that, having found the Plural 
form actually present ‘in the Vedic text, when we proceed to seek for its 
meaning, we take it as used for the purpose of expressing that meaning which 
is actually found to be signified by It. For instance, what is signified by the 
Mantra is, the connection between the substance Noose and the act of setting- 
free {‘loosening’); and the words of the mantra are quite capable of con- 
veying this idea, irrespective qf singularity or plurality . — -In the case 
of the Modificatory Sacrifice, on the other hand, what has got to be expressed 
is the connection of the act of ‘ setting free ’ with each of the two Nooses 
simultaneously -the Plural form would be incompatible with the two 
nooses ; — nor is the Plural form used (in the Mantra) as expressing two- 
nooses ; — and what we are considering is the actual use of the word — which 
word should be .used? So that the actual using of the word (at the- 
modificatory sacrifice) being dependent upon ourselves,- why should we 
use a word (i.e. the Plural form) that is not expressive of the things in 
question,— while a word (in the Dual form) expressive of them is actually 
available x — In the Vedic text also, the Plural form is not found to be applied 
to two nooses ; hence if the Mantra with the Plural form were used in 
connection with the two Nooses, it would be a Corrupt form, not the Vedic 
form. Nowhere, — in ordinary usage or in the Veda — is the Plural form 
found to be used for expressing Duality ; and when what is meant to be 
spoken of is Duality, the Plural form is never used to signify the two. For 
instance, when it is said that ‘ DevadatUiyajnadaUdbhydm kartavyam 
the Duality is expressed by the two terms ‘ Devadatta 1 and ‘ Yainadatta ’ 
themselves, and it is not meant to be expressed by the particular ending, — 
and yet it is the Dual form that is used, not the Plural form. 

From all this it follows that at the Modificatory Sacrifice the Sbngulcrr 
and the Plural forms should be modified (into the Dual form). 



Adhikabaija (5): fn connection with the 1 Agmsontiya- 
Animal-sacrifice \ the Mantras speaking of ‘one' 
and of 1 several ’ Nooses should he treated 
as optional alternatives. 

StJTRA (15). 

Where thebe is ah anomaly, thebe should be option ; as both 

STAND ON THE SAME FOOTING J AND IT IS ONLY THE SECONDARY 
FACTOR THAT MAY BE REGARDED AS INCOMPATIBLE, 

AS IT IS ONLY ONE PART OP IT. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the A gnlsomiya-Animal-sacrifice, declared in the text— 1 On 
being initiated one sacrifices the animal dedicated to Agni-Soma ’ ; — in 
•connection, with this, two mantras have been laid down — one speaking of 
one Noose , apxl another speaking of several Nooses [vide- preceding 
Adhikarana ]. 

In regard to these mantras , there arises the question — Should that 
which speaks of one Noose come into the performance and that speaking of 
severed be taken out of the Context (and used elsewhere) ? Or should both 
come into the performance ? 

On this, the Purvapaksa view is as follows: — “The one speaking of 
several nooses should be taken out.— Why ? — Because it is conducive to- 
the loosening of several nooses, and there are not several nooses in the 
Context ; hence not being able to be connected with anything in the Context, 
it has to be taken to some other performance where there may be several 
nooses. Just as in the case of the texts— (a) * Yuvdm hi sthah smrpatl 
Ui dvayoryajamanayoh pratipadam kurydt * You two one Masters of 
heaven — these words should bo addressed to two Sacrifices and (6) Eta 
asrgramindavdh, iti bahubhyo yajamdnebhyah pratipadmn kurydt ’ [‘ Eta 
mrgramindavah, — -these words should be addressed to several Sacrificers ’]» — 
the latter is taken out of its Context and used elsewhere.— -Similarly the 
words laid down as to be addressed to the offerings meant for Pu$an, Smitr, 
Sarasvati, Dyava-Prthivi, and other deities are taken out of their Context 
and used elsewhere (where the offering to the partieular deity is made).— 
Exactly in the same manner the mantra speaking of several nooses should 
be taken out of its Context and used elsewhere” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhanta: — When there 
is an anomaly. — -“What anomaly ?” — The anomaly that at the Primary 
Sacrifice there is only one Noose while the Mantra is one that speaks of 
several nooses. — Such being the anomaly, the question is- — Should the numPra 
be taken out of the Context or not The answer is that it should not be 
taken out.-— “ But in connection with the Primary Sacrifice there is another 
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Mantra” — Yes, along with that other Mantra, the mantra in question may 
b© taken as an optional alternative. — “ Why ? ” — Because, since the Noose , 
which is the object denoted by tho basic Noun c noose ’ (* pasha ’) is present 
at the 'Primary Sacrifice, it is not right to take out (i.e. exclude) any mantra 
(speaking of the Noose). — “ But the Mantra in question speaks of several 
Nooses, while at the Primary Sacrifice, there is only one noose ; hence the 
Mantra cannot be tised at it ”. — The answer to this is that, even though the 
Mantra speaks of several nooses, yet it does express the object (noose) 
itself which is the substratum of the said plurality ; if it did not express that 
object, then the Mantra could not provide the notion of the plwalUy as 
qualified by the particular object, Noose. And if it does express that object, 
that suffices for our purpose ; as what is done with the mantra is the ‘ setting 
free ’ of that object (Noose), not of plurality or of the genus * Nbose \ Hence 
dll that is necessary is that that object should be expressed ; and as this 
is done by the basic noun itself, there is no reason for excluding (the 
mantra containing the term with the plural ending). — “-But there is the 
other Mantra which contains the required basic noun with the Singular 
ending, and this would do the signifying of the object ”. — The answer to 
this is that the basic noun contained in this other mantra is not different 
from that contained in the mantra in question. So that, if it bo held that 
the basic noun with the Singular ending is not excluded from the Context, 
then it follows that the basic noun with the Plural ending ate should not 
be excluded ; as it is the same as the former. 

Says the Opponent — “The Plural Ending can have its use in the case 
pf a performance where there would be several nooses; and it is on this 
•ground that it should be excluded (from the performance where there is 
only one noose) ; now when it is excluded, it carries with it also the basic 
noun, which is a part of the word [‘ pdshdn ‘ nooses ’] [so that there is 
nothing left which could bo treated as an option*- 1 alternative].” 

Answer — It is only the secondary factor that may he regarded' as incom- 
patible, — not tho principal factor ; and in a word the secondary factor is 
What is signified by the case-ending, and the principal factor is what is 
signified by the basic noun ; as it is only a particular aspect of what is 
signified by the basic noun that is signified by the case-ending ; so that it 
Is only when what is signified by the basic noun is there, that there can 
come in what is signified by the case-ending. As a matter of fact, in con- 
nection with the modificatory sacrifice, the basic noun is not there at all 
[the mantra containing the word ‘ pdshdn ’ being used at it only by virtue 
of the General Law transferring to it the details of the Primary Sacrifice]; 
— as for the Primary Sacrifice, even what is spoken of in an isolated passage 
comes into it, what to say, then, of what has been spoken of in connection 
with the Primary itself ? Hence it follows that what is signified by the 
case-ending can come in only where what is signified by the basic noun is 
there. 

Opponent The basic noun does come in into the Modificatory Sacrifice 
Also by virtue of the General Law, so that what is signified by that noun 
would also be there.” 
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True; but the General Law is a remote factor ; hence that Law will 
not serve to exclude the Plural form. Hence it is the Basic noun which 
would drag away along with it the Plural Ending which is part of that noun. 
Nor is the Plural Ending absolutely meaningless in connection with the 
Primary Sacrifice; as it serves the purpose of connecting with the perform- 
ance the genus ‘Noose ’ through the act of being ‘ set free ’. — It is for this 
reason that it is the secondary factor of the Plural Ending that is to be 
regarded as incompatible, — not the principal factor of what is signified by 
the basic noun. 

“What is it that is incompatible ? ” 

What is incompatible is this that Plurality, which is clearly com- 
prehended, is regarded as not meant. This incompatibility may be assumed ; 
but it should never be assumed that at the Primary Sacrifice it is ‘incom- 
patible ’ for the Basic Noun to signify what actually forms the denotation 
of that noun. In fact, in connection with the Modificatory Sacrifice, the 
secondary factor of the case-ending does not really signify Plurality at all, 
—•because of want of proximity (which is an essential factor in every Verbal 
signification). 

From all this it follows that the Plural form also finds place at the 
Primary Sacrifice. 

SUTRA (16). 

Also because of the peculiar Context. 

Bha§ya. 

From the peculiar Context it is ascertained that the Basic Noun carries 
with itself the Plural Ending, and not that the Basic Noun itself is carried 
away by the Plural Ending. What is signified by the basic noun is present 
at the Primary Sacrifice of the Amisomiya-animal ; and what is signified 
by the Plural Ending is present at the Modificatory Sacrifice. For this 
reason also the Plural form of the noun finds place at the Primary Sacrifice. 

It has been argued (under Su. 15) that “there should be exclusion, 
as in the case of the Sacrifice with two Sacrificers — This., has got to be 
refuted [and this is done in the following Sutra]. 

SUTRA (17). 

[In the case cited ] THE words cannot be used, because the thing 

EXPRESSED IS NOT THERE AT ALL- ; IN THE OTHER CASE (THE 
ONE Iff QUESTION) HOWEVER IT IS ONLY THE SECONDARY 
FACTOR (WHICH IS ABSENT). 

Bhdsya. 

In the case cited by the Piirvapaksyn, it is only right that the formula 
is taken out of the Context ; because in that case there is neither Duality 
nor Plurality of Saorifuwr at the Primary Sacrifice ; so that there would 
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be nothing to which the two formulae would apply. In the case in questions, 
however, what is not there {at the Primary Sacrifice) is only the secondary 
factor of Plurality ; while the Plural Ending serves another purpose of 
connecting with the act of ; setting free ’ ; and when one thing serves several 
purposes, there is nothing to prevent its being used for only one of those 
purposes. For instance, a burning stick serves the purpose of giving light 
and also of producing ashes, — and if, in any ease, it is not used for giving light, 
that does not prevent its being used for obtaining ashes. — Thus there is no 
analogy between the ease in question and that of the formulae cited by the 
Purmpaksin. 

StJTRA (18). 

st There is similar 'exclusion op the words addressed to ‘ DyavI- 

PrthivI * ”, — if this is urged [then the answer is as given in 
the next Sutra}. 

Bhasya. 

It has been argued (by the Purmpaksin) that the words addressed to 
Dyava-Prlhim and other deities are taken out of their Context ; and simi- 
larly there should be exclusion in the case in question. — This has got to 
be refuted [which we proceed to do in the next Sutra ], — 

SUTRA (19). 

Not so ; because (in the case in question) the originative 

WORD IS THERE. 



The case in question is not similar to that of the words addressed to 
the deities ; because the originative word of Dyavd-Prthim and the other 
deities named is not present in connection with the Darsha-Purnamasa 
Sacrifices; while in the case in question, we have the originative word of 
the Noose. — Hence the case of the words addressed to the deities is not 
analogous to the case in question. 



Adiukauana (6) : In a case where the Darsha-Purrtarmsa 
Sacrifices are performed by a person with two wives , 
there should be no modification in the mantra 
‘ Patnim sannahya, etc.’ 

StFTRA (20). 

.At A SACRUfCR WHICH HAS HO PRECEDENT, THERE SHOULD BE NO 
MODHTOATION ; AS IN THIS CASE NO * TRANSFERENCE ’ IS 
POSSIBLE. 

Bhasyd. 

In connection with the Daraha-Purnamdsa there is the following text — 
* Proksanirdaodaya — Jdkmam varhirupasadaya — Sntchah samrddhi — Patmm 
sannahya — Ajyenodehi ’ [‘ Get together the Prolcqam water — Bring up the 
burning fuel — Clear up the Sruks — Dress up the wife — Come up with Clarified 
Butter *]„• — The sentence ‘ Patnim sannahya ’ (‘ Dress up the wife ’> is what 
is going to be considered- As a matter of fact,, the Sacrifices may have 
one or several wives ; and the term ‘ patm ’ (‘ wife ’ ) has to be taken as used 
here in reference to all cases, of the* performance (by a sacrificer with one 
wife as also by a sacrificer with several wives), — as has been already decided 
in the Pashddhikarana (preceding Adhikarama ). — The question however that 
arises is — In a performance where the sacrificer has two or more wives, has 
the word ‘ paimm ’ to be modified, or not ? 

The Purvapaksa view on this question is that “ inasmuch as mantras 
are meant to serve the purpose of speaking of things as they exist, the word 
•should be modified (into the Dual or the Plural form) 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta t — At a sacrifice which 
has no precedent, — i.e. at a sacrifice which has no other sacrifice for its 
original Archetype, — the word should be used in its unmodified form. — Why ? 
— The term ‘ patni ’ ending in the long * » ’ is denotative of the wife only ; 
hence at a "performance where there are two or more wives, when the term 
‘ wife ’ is utter&t, the Dual or the Plural Ending comes in by mere implica- 
tion, for the purpose of connecting the persons with the ‘ dressing up V; on 
the strength of the actual words of the scriptural declaration however, the 
word is actually used with the Singular Ending. As a matter of fact, it is 
not Duality or Plurality chat is meant to be spoken of ; because the term 
‘wife* is used only as an indicative (of the sacrificer’s associate). — Nor is 
there any ‘ transference ’ of the mantra from the Sacrifice with one wife 
to the sacrifice with two wives ; the fact of the matter is that the number 
(singular) is used at the latter in the same manner it is used at the former. 
— Hence the term ‘ wife ’ should be used without any modification. 
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Even if singularity were meant to be emphasised (in the sentence 
‘Dress up. the wife ’)» — the Singular number would be used at the per- 
formance with two wives, as referring to each of the two wives, by reason 
of there being no understanding between them (as to which one should be 
* dressed up ’) and the same explanation would.be applicable to the per- 
formance with several wives also. Hence we conclude that the word should 
be used without modification. 



Adhikarana (7) : At the performance of the Modificatory 

Sacrifice , with hoo wives, there should he no modifim - 
lion in the Mantra ‘ Patnim sannahya \ 

SUTRA (21). 

SO ALSO AT THE MODIFICATORY SACRIFICE, BECAUSE OF THE 
DECLARATION TO THAT EFFECT. 

Bhdsya. 

Now we proceed to consider the case of the term ‘wife’ as used at 
the Modificatory Sacrifice. — The question is — -Should the term be modified 
at the performance with two wives — or not ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that— “ When the term * wife ’ is expressive 
of two or several wives, it must take the Dual or the Plural Ending ; at the 
P rimar y Sacrifice however, these endings are precluded by the injunction 
of the Mantra (where we have the Singular Ending) ; in connection with 
the Modificatory Sacrifice however, there is no such injunction [and the 
mantra comes in only in view of the General Law] ; and hence the term 
can take the Dual or the Plural Ending.” 

In answer to this; we have the following Siddhdnta : — At the Modificatory 
Sacrifice also — the word should be used in its unmodified form.— “ Why ? 
— Because of the declaration to that effect ; — -i.e. the declaration that ‘ what 
is done at the Primary Sacrifice should be done at the Modificatory 
Sacrifice’. So that, if at the Primary Sacrifice, the Singularity (of the wife)- 
is not meant to be emphasised, then at the Modificatory Sacrifice also, the 
Singularity or Duality or Plurality may be not meant to be emphasised ; 
hence there should be no modification of the word. — Or, even if the 
singularity be taken as meant to be emphasised at the Primary Sacrifice,—* 
the same would not be incompatible at a performance with several wives 
also. So that thus also the conclusion is that there should he no modification 
of the word. 



Adhikarana (8) : The performance of the ‘ Savaniya- 

Animalrsacrifices 5 being similar to that of the 
c A gnisomiya-A nimal- sacrifice \ there should 
be no modification of the Mantra 
1 Prdsmai agnim , etc.' 

SUTRA (22). 

In connection with the ‘ SavanIya * animats the ‘ Adhrigu- 

MANTUA ’ SHOULD BE TREATED LIKE THE FOREGOING, — WHEN THE 
PROCEDURE ADOPTED AT THEM IS SIMILAR (TO THAT 

of the Primary). 



In connection with the Soma-sacrifice, there is the Agnigomiya- Animal- 
sacrifice, spoken of in the text — ‘ On, being initiated, one sacrifices the 
animal dedicated to Agni-Soma 5 ; — at this a mantra is addressed to the 
Adkrigu (the man who kills the animal), which is called the * Adhrigu- 
mantra ’ ; this mantra contains the words 1 Prdsmd agnim bharatastpwta 
barhfli, etc. etc. ’ 

In some cases the procedure adopted at the ‘ Savaniya- Animal-sacrifices * 
is similar to that adopted at the ‘ Agnfyormya- Animal-sacrifices ’ ; in regard 
to such cases, the following question is to be considered — In the Adhrigu- 
snantra, are the words ‘ Prdsmai , etc. ’ to be modified, or not ? 

In answer to this question a ' transference ’ is suggested — The Adhrigu- 
■mantra should be treated like the foregoing ; that is, the view that was the 
Purvapaksa in the foregoing Adhikarana dealing with the term ‘ paint * 
should be the Purvapaksa in the present Adhikarapa 5 and the view that was 
the Siddhdnta there should he the Siddhdnta here ; — that is, the Purvapk§a 
view is that the word should be modified ; and the Siddhanta is that there 
should be no modification. [The singular form ‘ asmai ’, which is com- 
patible with the one animal of the Agm§omiya, should, according to the 
Purvapaksa view, be modified into the plural form, in the case of the 
Savaniya, where there are several animals ; — and according to the Siddhdnta , 
there should be no modification.] 

[According to the Nyayamalavistara, there should be a modification of the 
number and gender of the pronoun * asmai’, in accordance with the gender and 
number of the a nim als concerned.] 



Admkaba^a (9) : In a case where ‘ Nivara ’ is used as a 

substitute for t Vrihi \ the term * vrihi ’ occurring 
in the Mantra should not be 
modified. 

SUTRA (23). 

In the case of a substitute, there should be no 

MODIFICATION. 

Bhdsya. 

In the event of the enjoined substance being spoilt, its substitute should 
be used (to complete the performance), as has been explained under Sutra 
0. 3. 16 and this substitute should be similar to the original substance, as 
explained tinder Sutra 6. 3. 27.- — Thus it is that, when the (prescribed) 
Vrihi- grains become spoilt, Nivara-grains are used as their substitute. Now, 
in connection with the Vrihi, the following mantra has been laid down— - 
* Syonante sadanam krnomi ... . . vrihindm medha sumanasyamdmh 

In regard to this, there arises the question— In the case mentioned, 
when Nivara is used as the substitute, should the term ‘ vrihi ’ occurring ’ 
in the Mantra (‘ v'nhinam medha, etc. ’) be modified (into 1 nivara', ‘ nivara - 
ndm rmdha, etc.') I — Or should it be used without modification ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows:— “If the term 
‘ vrihi ' were used in its unmodified form, it could not indicate the Nivara 
which is being used ; hence for the purpose of indicating the Nivara , it 
becomes necessary to use the term ‘ rmatra ’. Hence it follows that a 
modification should be made.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — In the case of a 
substitute, there should be no modification the words ‘ pratinidhau cha ' is 
to be construed along with the words \uho na kartavyah * (‘ no modification 
should be made ’).— “ What would be the result of this ? ’’—The result 
would be that there would be no modification and the scriptural text would 
be preserved. — From this we conclude that there should be no 
modification. 

SUTRA (24). 

[Objection]— “ There could be non-modification only if there 

WERE NO MENTION (OF 4 VRlHI ’), AND IF THE OTHER SUB- 
STANCE WERE NOT THERE.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ It is not right that there should be no modification. There could 
be non-modification (of the ma/nt/ra) only (a) if the term ‘ vrihi ’ were not 
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contained in the mamhra, and (6) if the other substance were not there ; i.e, 
jif the substance used were not Nlv&ra. — As a matter of fact, however, both 
these conditions are absent. Hence for the purpose of securing the indies* 
tion of the thing actually used, the term ‘ nivara ’ should be used in 
modification (of the term ‘ vnhi ’).” 

SUTRA (25). 

[Answer] — In reality, by reason of the Nivara. serving the same 

PURPOSE AS THE VrIHI, IT MAY BE SPOKEN OF BY THE SAMS 
NAME ; SPECIALLY AS THE EMBELLISHMENTS ARE 
EQUALLY APPLICABLE TO BOTH. 

Bhdsya. 

The term 5 vd ’ (• in reality ’) seta aside the above view. 

It is not right that there should be modification ; in fact, the mantra 
should be used without any modification. — “Why?” — By reason of the 
Nivara serving the. same purpose as the Vnhi ; as a matter of fact, the 
jVtmra -grains are used for the same purpose as the Vnhi -grains. Further, 
the Besprinkling and other Embellishments that are done to the Vrihi- 
grains are done to these as marked by certain characteristics ; — some of 
these characteristics are present in the Nivara-grains also ; so that- it is in 
connection with these characteristics that the Besprinkling and other 
Embellishments are performed (to the Nivara). And just as the _ term 
* vnhi apart from the embellishments, is applicable to the grains as qualified 
by vnhi, so is it applicable also to the Nivara-grains in question. — From 
this it follows that the Mantra should be used without modification. 

SUTRA (26). 

Further, the truth of the matter has been already 

EXPLAINED. 

Bhdsya. 

Question — “How do you know that the characteristics of the Vrihi 
are present in the Nivara ? ” 

Answer — The truth of the matter has been already explained ; i.e. in 
Adhydya VI, under Su. 6. 3. 27, it has been explained how the character of 
Vnhi is present in hfivdra. — From this also it follows that there should be 
no modification. 



Adhikarana (10) : At the Sacrifice where there are two 

animals , there should he no modification in the 
Mantras 4 Suryahchahsurgamayatat , etc. etc 

SUTRA (27). 

In the case of belated things, inasmuch as thebe is no fixed 

LIMIT [THEBE SHOULD BE NO MODIFICATION.]. 

Bhasya. 

In connection with Adhrigu- Mantra, there are certain c related things \ 
such as the ‘Eye’, the ‘Life-breath’ and so forth, -—spoken of in the 
sentence — ‘ Suryahchalc.surgamayatat — vatam prdnamanmmsrjatat ’ [‘ May 
the Eye, go to the Sun ; may the Life-breath become absorbed in the Air ’]. 

The question is, should these words be modified in the case of sacrifices 
with two or more animals, — or not ? 

The Purvapak$a starts with a preliminary objection:—" The very fact 
that the words as they stand are incompatible (even at the one-animal 
sacrifice), — inasmuch as the two Eyes of the one animal are spoken of by 
means of a word in the singular form (‘ Eye ’)— shows that there Bhould be 
no modification at sacrifices with t^ro or more animals, [So that there 
can be no cause for raising the question that has been raised] V 

“ The answer to this preliminary objection (says the Pwrvapak§in) is as 
follows— The ‘going to the Sun’ which is spoken of in the Adhrigu-Mcmtira 
is not that of the two physical Eye-balls ; because as a matter of fact the two 
Eye-balls never go to the Sun ; it is the Light (of the Eyes) that is spoken 
of as so going to the Sun ; and this Light is only one ; hence the mantra is 
not, in its very nature, ‘ incompatible On the other hand, in the case 
of the performance of the Modificatory Sacrifices with two or more animals 
—which have been enjoined in such texts as ‘ Ma/il/ram svelmnalabheta, 
varunam krsnam, apdhchausadhindm saruihavamiakmnah ’ — as these are 
different animals, it means that the Light (which constitutes the visual 
organ, Eye) also is diverse, — from which it would seem that there should 
be modification in this latter case (of the singular form into the Plural). — 
‘ In the case of the single animal also, as there are two distinct Eye-balls, 
the Light of the two Eyes is distinct.’ — Not so, we reply ; what is meant 
by the sentence ‘ May the Eye go to the Sun ’ is the animal’s Light (which 
constitutes its Visual Organ as a whole), and not the distinct Eye-balls ; 
while in the case of several animals, there is a diversity of this Light (con- 
stituting the visual organ of the several animals) : and hence there should 
be modification in this latter case.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta: — Tn the case of 
related things, inasmuch as there is no fixed limit [there should he no 
modification] ; — that is, in the case of related things, even though there is 
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diversity of animals, yet the Light constituting this visual organ is only a 
conglomeration (or aggregate or mass) of all their light-rays ; just as in the- 
ease of water or oil or clarified butter, there are endless diverse drops in diverse*- 
places, yet when they come together in one place, they form a single mass j 
even the same manner, the Light-rays also (though diverse in the visual 
organs of the different animals, come to form a single mass when they come- 
together) ; so that the singular form (of the term ‘ eye ’) being quite expreasive- 
of (and applicable to) this mass, there should be no modification. 

StJTRA (28). 

Also because we find an indicative text. 



There is an indicative text also, in support of the view that there is no- 
modification in the ease of ‘ related things 5 — ‘ Na mdta vardhate, na majja , 
net ndbhih, prdnohi sah * [‘ There is no augmentation of the Mother, the 
Marrow, and the Navel, as all this is the Life-breath s ] ; here the non- 
modification of the Life-breath is taken as a well-established fact and cited 
as a reason (for the non-augmentation of the Mother, etc.). -—From this it 
follows that there is no modification in the case of * related things \ 



Adhikarana (II) : At the Sacrifice with, two animals, in 

the ‘ Adfa'igu-Ma/nt/ra ’ the term 4 ekadha' should 
he repeated. 

SUTRA (29). 

The term ‘ Ekadha ’ should be pronounced repeatedly; because 

OF THE PRESENCE OF ONE * (‘ EKA ’). 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Jyotistoma sacrifice, there is the At/nimmiya- 
Animal -sacrifice, spoken of in the text ‘Being initiated, one sacrifices the 
animal dedicated to Agni-Soma ’ ; at this latter the Adhruju- Mantra is 
recited, wherein we read — Elcadhu t sya tvachamdchchhyuldt ’ [' (,'ut out its 
skin once ’]. 

When this rrumbra comes to be used at the Modificatory Sacrifice with 
two animals, there arises the question— Should it be repeated ? Or should 
it be used as it stands, without any modification ? 

The only answer possible is that the term i ekadhu' > (‘in one way’) 
should be repeated,— “ Why ? ” — Because of the presence of ' ‘ eka ' (‘one’). 
What the words in question mean is that * when one is cutting out the skin, 
he should adopt one style ’ ; when, therefore, the skin of two or more 
animals is being cut out, it is not possible to adopt absolutely the 
same style in connection with all ; the skin is cut out of the animals by 
turns, hence in cutting out the skin of one they would adopt one style ; 
and hence if the words were used as they stand, they could not apply to all 
the animals. Hence it follows that it should be repeated [and to that 
extent the Mantrra should be modified j. 

SUTRA (30). 

[POrvafak$a view]— “ In fact, there should be no modifica- 
tion ; JUST AS IN THE CASE OF ONE OPERATION PERFORMED 
OVER SEVERAL THINGS.” 

Bhdsya. 

The term 1 m ■ (‘ in fact ’) indicates the setting up of a different view. 

' “ It is not right that the word should be repeated ; in fact, it should be 
used as it stands, without any modification. — Why ?— Because what the 
word means is ‘ unification ’ ; the meaning of the sentence being • make 
the skins of these animals into one ’— The question is — what does this 
‘ making one ’ mean ? Does it mean that the skins of all should be cut 
out at one. and the same time ? Or at one and the same place ? — The answer 
II . 
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bo this is that— it is just as in the ease of one operation performed over aemral 
things ; Le. Just as several animals perform their actions at one and the same 
time ; for instance, when one makes several cows drink water at one and 
the same time ; — in the same manner in the case in question what is meant 
to be said is to ‘bring about unification of the skin ’ ; and there can be 
unification only when there are several skins concerned, not when there is 
a single skin. Hence it follows that when there are several skins, what 
the term ‘ Skadhd ’ means is,‘ unification'’ [and hence being quite applicable, 
it need not be modified].’ 5 

SOTRA (31). 

[Purvapaksa answered] — Is beality, what ‘ Skadha 5 signifies is 
‘once’; as there is only one skd* (at the Primary 
Sacrifice), the idea of ‘at one time ’ could not 

BE MEANT ; INASMUCH AS THE MODIFICATORY 

Sacrifices have the said Sacrifice for their 

ORIGINAL, THE TERM COULD APPLY ONLY IF IT 
WERE AUGMENTED BY REPETITION. 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ vd ’ (‘ in reality ’) sets aside the view set forth above. 

It is not right that there should be no modification ; in fact, the word 
{'Mkadhd ’) has to be repeated. — If the term stands for an act done at rjm 
time, then the words come to express the combination of skins ; and this could 
not be really meant in connection with the Primary Sacrifice, at which 
there is only one skin [and hence a ‘combination of skins* would be 
impossible]. — Hence , inasmuch as the subsequent Modificatory Sacrifices with 
several animals have the said Primary Sacrifice for their original, — there 
being an increase in the number of animals, what is meant should be asserted 
by means of repetition. 



Adhikarana (12) : At the 1 Two-animal-sacrifice ’ and 
other Modificatory ArdmoTsacrifices, the term 

5 Medhapati ’ should he modified accord- 
ing to the names of deities . 

SUTRA (32). 

[FCjrvapassa (A)] — “Because the character of * MSdbafatx *' 
(Master of Sacrifice) subsists in the Master and 

THE BeBOTS,— -BECAUSE IT IS SO USED EVERYWHERE, 

• - "f-ANB BECAUSE (FOR THESE REASONS) THE MANTRA 

" IS INCOMPATIBLE (AT THE PRIMARY SACRIFICE 
ALSO) j— -THESE SHOULD BE NO MODIFICA- 
TION IN ANY CASE.” 

Bha§ya. 

At the Agnfyomiya-animal-sacrifice performed in connection with the 
JyotiQtoma, the Adhrigu-mantra is addressed to the ‘ Killers ’ [‘ Daivyah 
shamitdra via cha manufydh drabhadhvam upanayata medhyddurah ash&s&na 
iwdhapal ibhydm medkah \ which means — ‘0 Killers, divine as well as 
human, start the work, bring up the weapons necessary for the sacrifice, 
hoping thereby to accomplish the sacrifice of the two Medhapatis ’]. In 
the text; of this mcrntm, some rescensional texts read the word * mMdha - 
patayS 1 in the singular form, while others read it as ‘ mMhapatibhydm ’ 
in the Dual form. [The explanation of the mantra is according to Mtidh&va ; 
according to what the Bhflfya says tinder SfL 34 below, the meaning appears 
to be 4 Bring up the chest out of the body of the sacrificial animal.'} 

In regard to this, there arises the question — In the ease of those animal- 
sacrifices where two or more animals are sacrificed, — (a) should the word, 
in one form or the other, be used as it stands, without any modification ? 
or (6) Should it be modified in accordance with the number of the Master 
of the sacrifice? or (c) in accordance with the number of Deities 
concerned ? ■ \ 

On this question, we have the following Purmpatya — “ As a matter qf 
fact, the Character of 4 medhapati ' belongs to the Master as well as the Deity j 
because the animal has been offered — i.e. dedicated — to the two deities 
[so it belongs to the Deities} ; and it belongs also to the Master, who also is 
1 mSdhapati in the sense that- it is going to accomplish his purpose - 
and it is also going to be given away (offered) to the two deities ; — so that 
the ‘ mastery ’ over the MSdha (the animal) subsists in all these three (the 
Master of the sacrifice and the two deities, Agni and Soma ). — The word 
t patV also is used in the sense of ‘mastery’ everywhere, from the Himalaya 
down to Cape Comorin. — Thus at the Primary Sacrifice, the singular 
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form (‘ medhapataye ’) as well as the Dual form (' medhapatibhydm ’) are used 
in the sense of these three (and to this extent it is ‘ incompatible ’ ) ; hence, 
just as at the Primary Sacrifice, the word is not taken as denoting either 
singularity or duality , but is taken as merely denoting the relationship (between 
* medha ’ and ‘ pati 5 ),— similarly the same forms should be used at all the 
modificatory sacrifices (irrespectively of the number of Deities). Hence 
thore should be no modification of the word.” 

SUTRA (33). 

[PffRVAPAKSA (B)]— ' 1 Or, the Dual form may be taken as applying 

ONLY IN CASES WHERE AN ENTITY OTHER THAN THE MASTER 
IS MEANT TO BE INCLUDED ; HENCE THE WORD SHOULD 
BE USED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE NUMBER (OF 
ENTITIES AND MASTERS CONCERNED).” 

Bhdsya. 

“ Or, it is not as has been asserted above,— that the Singular form as 
well as the Dual form is used at the Primary Sacrifice ; what really happens 
is that for persons whose Vedic text reads the word in the Singular form, 
it would apply to the Master alone, and for those whose Vedic text reads 
it in the Dual form, it would apply to the two deities. Consequently, at 
the Modificatory Sacrifices, where there are several deities, the Dual form 
shall be used in its modified form (i.e. in the Plural form), and in connection 
with the Masters, the Singular form would be used in its modified form; 
in this way the word would be used in accordance with the number of 
deities and masters ; [so that, where there are several Deities and several 
Masters, we should have the plural forms, 'medhapatibhyah — medhapatibhyah ’ , 
the former referring to the Deities and the latter to the Sacrificers].'’’’ 

. SUTRA (34). 

[P0RVAPAK§A (C)]— “ OR, IT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS STANDING FOR THE 

Master only ; as there is a single term and if it stood 
for the Deity, there would be withdrawal ; — as for 
the Dual form, that would be applicable 
to the wife (of the Master along 
with the Master himself). 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ or * sets aside the view set forth above. 

** It iB not right that the word * medhapati ’ should be taken as standing 
for both the Master and the Deity ; because the word ‘ medhapati ’ is a single 
term ; and simply because it is found in its dual form, and also in the singular 
form, it cannot become denotative of the Master as well as the Deities. 
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Question — ' It is true that there is ofie word medhapati, but another 
a lso is understood ; how then is it said that it cannot denote both the 
Master and the Deity ? ’ — Answer— When the word stands for the Master, 
then the words are to be construed as ‘ medhapataye yo medhah tam medhyd- 
chirah upanayata \ [‘ Bring up the chest out of the animal^ belonging to 

the Medhapati , i.e. the Master while when it stands for the deity, the 
construction would have to be — ‘ medhapataye upanayata medhyadurah ' 
Bring up the chest of the sacrificial animal for the sake of the Medhapati , 
i.e- the Deity] ; — the word, being uttered once only, cannot be connected 
with the two different words (in the two different constructions shown 
above) *, in fact, such a dual construction would involve a syntactical split. 
From all this we conclude that the term 'medhapati'- stands for the Master 
only. — Question — ‘Why cannot it be assumed to stand for the Deity ? ’ 
— Answer — If it were so assumed, then the mantra with the singular form 
would have to be transferred to the sacrifice at which there is a single deity ; 
and this would go against the Context. On the other hand, if the word 
* m&dhapati ' is taken as standing for the Master, there would be no 
transferring of the mantra with the Dual form ; as at that same sacrifice 
(where there is a single Master), it would apply to the Master and his wife. 
Thus for the sake of preserving the Context, the word should be taken as 
standing for the Master ; and hence it should be modified in accordance with 
the number of the Master.” 

SOTRA (35). 

[SiddkInta] — In reality, the word should be taken as standing 
foe the Deity ; as it is for the Deity that the thing is 

SOUGHT FOR ; AS THE SUBSTANCE ALREADY BELONGS 

to the Master, any seeking for it on his 

BEHALF WOULD BE MEANINGLESS. 

Bkdftja. 

The term ‘ tu * ( 1 in reality ’ ) sets aside the view set forth above. 

The term ' medhapati ' does not denote the Master ; it. must be taken 
as standing for the Deity.— -“Why ? ” — -Because it is for the Deity that the 
tfwhg is sought for ; when the words — dshdeand midhapatayi midham ’ — 
are pronounced, it means that the offering-material is sought for for the 
sake of the two derbies, the meaning being — ‘ seeking for the midha for the 
two Medhapatis, please bring it up for them’. Any such request with 
reference to the Master would be meaningless and should not be done ; 
because the Medha already belongs to the Master ; why then should it be 
sought for for him ? Nor can there be any use in establishing a perpetual 
connection between the Master and the Midha; because, if the offering- 
material remained with the Master -for all time, there would be no sacrifice 
at all. — From all this it follows that the term * MidhapaU' denotes the 
deities. 
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SUTRA (36). 

By reason of its having,been given away, the Master’s ownership 

OVER THE SUBSTANCE GOULD ONLY BE FIGURATIVE 

(secondary).- 

Bhdsya. 

The substance having been given away, \vith the formula ‘this is 
no longer mine *, if one keeps it any longer, he keeps it only as belonging to 
some one else, with the view that it would become connected with the 
Deity. — “ What is the connection between the substance and the Deity ? ” 
— It is this that it is in favour of the deity that the ownership over it has 
been surrendered ; and tins suri‘ehdering has been done before the sacrifice 
(is completed). Thus then on v account- of the sacrifice having been per- 
formed, the substance remains with the Master as something belonging to 
another person, and not as his own, after he has given it away. That alone 
is one’s ‘ own’ in regard to which one’s own self is the predominant factor, 
and not that in regard to which one occupies only a subordinate position ; 
in regard to such a thing as this latter, one’s ownership (‘ mastership ’) is 
only figurative (secondary). So that in the case in question direct ownership 
—over the ‘ medha — hence the character of • mMhapati — belongs to the 
two deities ; the ownership of the Master being only figurative (and indirect). 

SUTRA (37). 

[Objection] — “ The mantra with the singular form would, in that 

CASE, HAVE TO BE EXCLUDED (TRANSFERRED) ; AS IT WOULD 
BE INCOMPATIBLE WITH THE TWO DEITIES.” 

Bkdsya . 

This argument lias been urged above (under Purvapaksa (C), in Siltra 
34) ; and it has got to be refute^. [This is done in the following Sutra]. 

SUTRA (38). 

BUT THE SINGULAR FORM IS APPLICABLE ; BECAUSE IT 
CHARACTERISES IT. 

. Bhasyd . . 

' The answer to the said argument is as follows : — The term ‘ mHhapati ’ 

stands for the group consisting of the two deities Agni and Soma ; and 
as such the singular form is quite applicable to the Deities thus grouped ; 
the meaning of the w^trds of the mantra used at the performance being— - 
‘Bring up the MMha for this one group’. Thus the singular form of the 
term ‘ medhapati % standing as it does for the Group, need not be transferred. 
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; . StJTRA (39). 

Because 8 Deity ’ is a relative teem, therefore it should form 

AN OPTION ALONG WITH THAT. 

Bkd§ya. 

TMs is another answer to the said objection — The entity known as 
* deity } i® something relative; that is; when one is said to be a ‘ deity’, it 
meaner: that, two entities (an offering and a recipient of the offering) are 
related ;■ — in some eases there is a single entity ; but in cases where a substance 
has been offered to two entities, both of these become the * deity the two 
entities having become one ; and thus the singular form also fits in into the 
Context, and may be- treated as an optional alternative to the previous 
{dual) form. 

; StJTRA (40). 

Even if there is a single Deity, the quality 

DOES NOT CEASE. 

Bha$ya. 

■ ' ’ This’ its a boM * asertion \ VMe end of Bhimpt, or Sfl. 4S|. . We grant that 
there to Singulars-'? n the case of two deities; even so, the singular form 
would fit m with the Context. • What is signified by the basic noun (‘ tnM/m- 
pad*) 1® Actually /present in the case; as for the singular number, that is. 
meant only for connecting it with the ‘ bringing up ’ ; or w© may even 
regard the singularity as not meant to be significant. For these reasons 
the singular form need not be transferred from the Context-. 

It might be argued that— “ What the case-ending in ‘ medhapatage ' 
signifies is the connection of that which is qualified by singleness But 
even so, our view would be all the more reasonable; because everything in 
the world is connected with singleness^" But what we mean is that the 
ending brings about the connection and also denotes singleness *.*.'■ — Even 
this makes no difference ; for, inasmuch as no significance attaches to this 
singleness, the word would not be incompatible with the Context.— ‘‘ But 
even when no significance attaches to the singleness, the singular case- 
ending is used only in reference to what is connected with singleness, not 
to anything else — In that case the singleness that subsists in the term 
‘ mMhapati ’ might be taken as actually belonging to it and, as such, re- 
ferred to by the word in question.— So that this also does not affect our 
position. 



Adhikarana (13) : At the Animal-sacrifice where there 

are several deities, the Singular form 4 medhapaiaye 5 
should he treated as an optional alternative. 

SUTRA (41). 

[Purvapaksa] — “ At the Sacrifice to several deities, there 

MUST BE MODIFICATION.” 

Bhdsya. 

Them is an animal -sacrifice at which' there are several deities, spoken 
of in the following text — ‘ Sa elan pashmul d> tye bh yah kdmdya dlabhate ’ 
j • One should sacrifice these animals to the Adityas, for the fulfilment of 
his desire ’] ; again, * Vaishvadevatn dhumramdlabheta ’ One should sacrifice 
the dusky animal to the Vishvedevas ’]• — The Primary Original of these 
sacrifices is the Agnlsomiya-animal-sacrijicc ; at this latter, in the Adhrigu- 
M antra, the term 1 medhapati ’ occurs in the singular and the plural 
forms ; arid tinder the General Law, tins term is taken as to be used at the 
aforesaid modificatory sacrifices to the several deities. 

In regard to this, there arises the following ' question— Should the Dual 
form of the word be modified, and the Singular form omitted ? — Or should 
both of these be used as optional alternatives ? 

On this question, the Purvapakm view is as follows : — “ Inasmuch as 
the Dual form expresses what forms part of the sacrifice, it should be used, 
but in the modified form; as for the singular form, it is incapable of 
expressing any such thing, and for that reason it has to be omitted ; — sueh 
is the rule. — Objection — ‘ Under this principle the Dual form would come 
to be used in its unmodified form, at the Primary Sacrifice ; because the 
duality is not meant to be signified there \ — Answer — In this ease the Duality 
does not specify anything ; but that does not mean that it does not express 
what is contained in the sacrifice and what is expressed cannot be useless ; 
so that the visible purpose that it serves is that it brings up the thing 
numbered (i.e. the animal) for the purpose of connecting it with another 
number ; thus it is that there is modification into the Plural form.” 

SUTRA (42). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, there should be option, — as in the 

r-ASE OF THE ORIGINAL PRIMARY. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been said that the Dual form should be modified ; — this we 
accept ; but we do riot accept the view that the Singular form should be 
omitted ; as a matter of fact, as at the Primary original sacrifice, so here 
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also, the Singular form can be treated as an Optional Alternative to the 
Dual form. — It has been already, explained that at the Primary Sacrifice, 
the singular form is used on the understanding that the deities (Agni and 
Soma), form one group , — or on the ground that deities are ‘ relative ’ 
entities ; similarly in the case in question also, the singular form may come 
in as an Optional Alternative, either on the understanding that the several 
-deities form one group, or on the ground that deities are ‘relative’ entities. 


Adhikarana (14) : At the 4 Ekddashinl ’ Sacrifice , the 

singular form of the term i medhapati * should he 
modified. 

SUTRA (43). 

In another case, there should be modification, because the. 
Deities are distinct and self-contained. 

Bhdsya. 

Thera is the Ekddashim (where eleven animals are sacrificed to several' 
deities) — spoken of in the •••following text — * PrdisdgnSyena vdpayati, mithwiam 
sarasmtyd Unroll, retail saumySna dadhoti. prafanayati pausnena, etc. etc . 5 — 
At the Primary Original of this sacrifice (i.e. the Agnisomiya), there is the 
Adhriyudrmintra. • wherein- the term:- ( -'mSdhapdti > . occurs in the Singular and 
the Dual forms under the General Law, this same mantra comes to be 
used at t he Ekadashini. 

In regard to this the following question is to be considered— -Must the 
Dual form be modified, and as for the Singular form, should it be used' in. its 
unmodified form ? Or should it be omitted ? 

The Purmpakaa view is that— “ There should be option as at the Primary 
Original sacrifice ” (as declared under Su. 42, above).” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — At the Ekaddshini, 
there should be modification, not option ; hence the singular form should 
be omitted.*—* 4 Why * ” — Because the deities are distinct', i.e. in this case 
the deities are distinct,— -one deity appertaining to one animal, and another 
to another animal ; so that in this ease the deities cannot be treated 
as one 5 group ’ ; — and such being the case, they cannot be treated as 
‘ relative entities ’ either. At the Primary Sacrifice, both these conditions 
are present ( Agm and Soma conjointly forming the deity of a single animal ) ; 
whereby the singular form finds room. In the case in question, both 
these conditions are absent, hence there can be no room for the Singular 
form. 

As for the assertion that — ‘ Even if there is a single deity, the quality 
does not cease * {Sidra, 40), — this is only a bold assertion made after 
accepting (for the sake of argument) the view of the Opponent, and it is 
not the view of the Siddhantin himself ; hence that does not affect our position. 


End of Pada Hi of Adhyaya IX. 



ADHYAYA IX. 

pada iv. 

Adhikarana (1) : In such mantras as ‘‘ Sadvimshati-- 
rasya vankrayah \ the modification should he done 
by summation. 

StJTRA (I). 

[P'Orvapak^a (A) — continued}— “ At the animal-sacrifices, the term 

4 SADVlMSHATIH ’ SHOULD BE REPEATED; (a) BECAUSE THEY 
HAVE THE 4 AGNlSOMlYA- ANIMAL-SACRIFICE 5 FOR THEIR 
ORIGINAL ; — (6) AND BECAUSE THE QUALIFICATION HAS 
BEEN SEPARATED. IF THERE WERE NO MODIFICA- 
TION, THE CONNECTION OF THE RlBS WOULD 
BE ONLY PARTIAL. THE MODIFICATION 
COULD NOT BE IN THE FORM OF 
SUMMATION, BECAUSE' THERE 
IS NO CONNECTION WITH 
ALL (THE RIBS).” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Jyotistoma, the dgmsomfya-animal-sacrifiee is 
performed — as mentioned in the text- — 4 On being initiated, one sacrifices 
the animal dedicated to Agni-Soma 1 -in course of the A dhrigu-M antra 
recited at it, there occur the following words — 4 Sadvimshatirasya vankrayah 5 
[‘ He has twenty-six ribs — By virtue of the General Law, these words 
come to be used at those animal-sacrifices also where two or more animals 
are sacrificed. 

Such sacrifices being those laid down in such texts as — 4 Maitram shvUa- 
malabhaie, varunam ■ krW<muip8fi^ sandhdvannakamah ’ ; — in 

regard to such sacrifices, there arises the following question— -Should the 
term . 4 Sadvvmshati ’ ( 4 twenty-six ’) be repeated (as many times as there 
may be the number, of the animals) ? Or should it be used as it stands, 
without any modification — Or should there be modification of the case - 
ending denoting number ? Should the word bo repeated ? — or the words 
used should be determined by summation ? 

On tins question, the Purvapak§a view is as follows: — “The term 
‘ Sadvirhsha ’ (‘ twenty-six*) should be repeated in the case of those animal- 
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-sacrifices where there are two or more animals. In connection with the 

primary sacrifice, the ribs of one animal have been spoken of as ‘ twenty- ,j 

six ’ ; — in the case in question, that qualification has been separated ; i.e. 

each of the several animals has got twenty -six ribs ; under the circumstances, 

if the term ‘ twenty-six ’ were used in its unmodified form, all the ribs j 

present would not be spoken of. If, on the other hand, all the ribs present 

were summed up, and the corresponding numeral used (i.e. the term ‘ fifty- 

two’ in the case of two animals), then, the original term (of the Mantra) 

would become omitted ; and this would militate against the scriptural text. 

—Further, all the ribs present are not connected with the * sacrificial animal 5 ; | 

as they are connected with the ‘ animal -pair and no ‘animal-pair’ is the ] 

‘sacrificial animal’. — -Objection — ‘As a matter of fact, what has got to 

be connected with the ribs is • that which is employed ih. place of the 

sacrificial animal , for the purpose for which this latter is employed ; — the y 

expression used (in the original Mantra) in this connection has been in 1 

accordance with this ; — at the iwo-animal-sneritice if the expression used I 

were such as connected the two animals with all the ribs, then , alone the 

•connection would be established between each single animal and twenty. 

six ribs ’.-—The answer to this is as follows : — It is not so ; at the Primary 

sacrifice the connection of the ‘ twenty-six ’ with the animal is direct ; while 

in the case in question, if a connection were made with any other number, j 

such connection would be only with an imperceptible number of limbs, and 

hence it would be only inferential (indirect) ; nor would the connection 

denoted necessarily be between ‘twenty-six’ and each of the animals; it 

might be understood that (of the * fifty-two ribs ’), twenty-five belong to one 

animal and twenty-seven to the other. As a matter of fact, however, no 

such idea has been expressed in connection with the Primary sacrifice. — 

Prom all this it follows that the term should be repeated.” 


SUTRA (2). 

’[PC rvapak§ a (A)— continued] — “If it is urged that in. the case of 
Repetition also, there would be the same contingency— 
[then the answer would be as in the following 
Sutra}. 

Bhasya. 

Says the Opponent to the Purvapaksin — ‘ If you think that the using of 
a term expressive of the total number of ribs (of the several animals con- 
cerned) would involve the introducing of a word not used at the Primary 
sacrifice, — then the same contingency would arise in the case of repetition 
also ; as the term has not been repeated at the Primary sacrifice, its repeti- 
tion at the sacrifice in question would mean the introducing of the repeated 
term which has not been used at the Primary sacrifice 
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SUTRA (3). 

[Puryapaksa (A ) — mntmuad — answer to objection] — “ Not so ; because 

IT IS A SECONDARY FACTOR AND BECAUSE IT IS FOR A DEFINITE 
PURPOSE.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ What has been urged does not affect our position. Repetition is only 
a secondary factor (a mere qualification) of the word; so that in our view, 
it would be this secondary factor which would be the one not used at the 
Primary sacrifice ; while in your view it is the word itself that would be so. 
And it is declared (under Su. 12. 2. 25) that — * when there is an incom- 
patibility between the qualification of the Primary and that of the subsidiary, 
it is the latter that should be rejected ’. — Further, it is for a definite purpose 
that we introduce a term not used at the Primary sacrifice, — for the purpose 
of securing the signification of the separate qualifications ; and if something- 
hot declared (in the text) is done for a purpose that has been so declared, 
we welcome such a process. Hence what has been urged does not affect 
our position.” 

SUTRA (4). 

[PHrvapaksa (A) — continued — Second objection to the Purvapaksa] — 

“ If it be argued that { the same might be said in con- 
nection with ‘ Summation ’ also [then the answer is 
as below].” 

Bhasya. 

Says the Purvapakgin’s Opponent— 1 If your view is that by repeating 
the term, the General Law becomes honoured and yet all the ribs concerned 
become spoken of (without violating the original text), — -then the same 
might be said in support of the view that we should use a term expressive 
of all the ribs collectively ; — in this also the General Law would be honoured, 
as all the ribs would be spoken of. Further, in thus speaking of all the riba 
collectively, they all become spoken of simultaneously and this is in keeping 
with the declaration of the entire procedure. Hence all the ribs should 
be summed up (and spoken of collectively.) ’ 

SUTRA (5), 

[Purvapaksa (A) — coMmmd—Pmy&^akmn’a answer to above objec- 
tion] — “ Not so ; as it is not possible.” 

Bha§ya. 

** It is not so ; in our ease the General Law becomes honoured because- 
jwe use only the term ‘ twenty -six ’ (which is in the original Mantra) ; while 
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in your ease what is honoured by the collective expression is the declaration 
of procedure. As a matter of fact, so long as the General Law can be followed, 
no heed should be paid to the declaration of procedure. For the General 
Law is more authoritative, as it serves to originate as well as imply the 
requisite details ; while all that the declaration of procedure, does is to bring 
together what has been already enjoined and implied ; and this latter is 
weaker by reason of its later functioning. Hence the term .should be 
repeated.” 

SUTRA (6). 

[Purvapaksa (A) — concluded] — “ Also because at the Primary 
Sacrifice the animal is spoken of as along with its own 

RIBS ; AND IT SHOULD BE THE SAME IN THE CASE IN 
QUESTION ALSO.” 

Bhasya. 

“ At the Primary Sacrifice, the animal has been spoken of as along with 
its own (twenty -six) ribs ; and in the case in question, the same should be 
done ; — ’this is possible only if there is repetition ; — in the case of a collective 
•expression, the total number spoken of would appertain to a number of ribs 
present in other animals ; so that none of the several animals (individually) 
would be spoken of as along with its own ribs. Hence what has been argued 
is not right.” 

SUTRA (7). 

X Refutation of Purvapafcsa (A)]— But, inasmuch as the Ribs 

ARE THE PRINCIPAL FACTOR, THEY SHOULD BE SPOKEN OF 
COLLECTIVELY ; THAT THEY ARE THE PRINCIPAL 
FACTOR FOLLOWS FROM THE FACT THAT THE 
ADHRIGU SUBSERVES THE PURPOSES 

of the Ribs. 

Bhasya. 

The term * tu ’ (' but’) sets aside the view set forth above. 

It is not right that the term * Sadvimshatih ’ (‘ twenty -six ’) should be 
repeated ; in fact all the Ribs should be spoken of collectively, after summation. 
— Why ? — Became the Ribs are the principal factor ; they are the principal 
factor, as the statement meant to be made in the Mantra as used at the 
Primary Sacrifice is that ■ ‘ these Ribs are twenty-six ’ ; which shows that 
the animal’s Ribs have been- counted as twenty-six, — and not that the 
animal is characterised by Ribs which have been so counted. — “ Why so ? ” 
— The counting of the Ribs serves the visible purpose that the whole 
flank of the animal is taken out ; while there is no such purpose served by 
defining the animal as characterised by the counted Ribs. Thus it is not 
the relationship of the animal that is meant to be expressed ; and pre- 
dominance attaches to the Ribs. — Further, inasmuch as the Adhrigu is 
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meant to subserve the purposes of the Ribs, there can be no point in* con- 
necting it either with the number (twenty-six) or with the animal.— For these 
reasons, the term should be used by summation. — Then again, what has 
been spoken 'of at the Primary Sacrifice is the precise number of Ribs 
present ; and hence at the Modificatory Sacrifice also, the exact number of 
Ribs present should be spoken of. For this reason also the term should 
be used by summation: 

SUTRA (8). 

Also because the entirety of Ribs is spoken of. 

Bhasya. 

What is spoken of in the Mantra is the entirety of the Ribs,-— not the 
■entirety of the animals. When, for instance, it is said — ‘ Ta anuqthya uch- 
chavayatdt ’ [‘ Having counted the Ribs one should take them out — what 
is meant is that ‘ all the twenty-six ribs should be carefully taken out \ — If 
such were not the sense, then the meaning (of the expression ‘ Sadvimsha- 
tirvankrayah ’) would be that ‘ There are twenty-six Ribs in the animal and 
something should be carefully done to them'. For, when a thing is indicated, 
it is so indicated only for the purpose of connecting it with something to 
be done ; — hence what is indicated by' the expression ‘ the animal has twenty - 
aix Ribs’ must be taken as indicated for some purpose. Thus it is that 
predominance attaches to the Ribs. 

SUTRA (9). 

.[P&rvapaksa (B)]— “In fact, the statement made should be 

EXACTLY IN THE WORDS FOUND IN THE TEXT, AS IN THE CASE 
OF THE ‘ PATNIVAT ’ SACRIFICE ; BECAUSE IT IS NOT 
QUITE PROXIMATE. 

Bhasya. 

The term * api tu ’ (‘in fact’) indicates the rejection of the view set 
forth in the foregoing Sutra. 

“It is not right that all the Bibs should be summed up and spoken 
of collectively ; the term * twenty-six' should be used id its xmmodified form. 
— ‘ Why so ? ’ — Because it is not quite proximate , i.e. the Adhngu-Mantra 
is not proximate ; it is not indicated' as the instrument of anything ; if it had 
been indicated as an instrument, then what is expressed by it should have 
been regarded as to be done by its means, and not by means of meditation 
and in that case the end of the Mantra would be proximate to the perform- 
ance. In that case the requisite simultaneity could not be secured by means 
of the word in its unmodified form, and hence it might he either modified 
or repeated. — When, on the other hand, the Mantra is not an instrument, 
then the reciting of the Adhrigu-Mantra at the time of the fetching of the 
animal becomes merely descriptive of (reference to) what is being done, — 
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and it comes to be recognised, under the General Law, as to be recited in 
connection with the several animals. But it is found that the word (twenty - 
six) in question is incompatible inasmuch as it is incapable of denoting 
the number of Ribs in all these* animals. Hence it follows that it is not 
necessary, to state the exact number of the Ribs of all these animals ; all 
that should be done is to assert the connection * i the number ‘ twenty -six \ 
—Just as in the case of the performance where the sacrificer has two or more 
wives, the term ‘wife’ in the Singular number does not characterise the 
wives with the number ‘ one ’ ; all that it does is that it connects them with 
the number ‘ one 5 ; — in the same manner, in the ease in question also. — 
From all this it follows that the word should be used in its unmodified form ; 
and when the word is used as it stands, the scriptural text becomes 
preserved.” 

SXJTRA (10). 

[Refutation of Purvapaksa, (B)]— In pact, there must be modifica- 
tion; BECAUSE THERE IS TRANSFERENCE ; AS IN THE CASE Of 

the c Sacrificer ’. 



The term * tu ’ (‘ in fact’) implies the rejection of the view just set 
forth. 

It is not right that there should be no modification ; in fact the word 
should be modified. In eases where a particular number is used (in the 
Mantra) emphatically and directly in reference to a particular number of 
things, — on the strength of the direct injunction bearing upon the matter, 
if the number expressed by the term used is found to be incompatible with 
the actual state of things, the use is made on the basis of the understanding 
that a transcendental result follows from the use of such an inconsistent 
expression; as for instance, in connection with, the term ‘wife* used (in 
the Singular number) at the Primary Sacrifice (even where the number of 
wives is more than one. Vide Su. 9. 3. 21).— In the case in question (i.e. 
at the Modificatory Sacrifice), ho-wever, the word ‘twenty-six' (ribs), is not 
used (in the Mantra) emphatically in reference to several animals ; all that is 
done is that the use of the Mantra laid down in connection with the Primary 
Sacrifice comes to be recognised (under the General Law) as to be used at 
the Modificatory Sacrifice ; under the circumstances, the General Law can 
indicate the use of only that which is compatible (with the Modificatory 
Sacrifice), — and not emphatically and directly the term ‘ twenty-six ’ only. 
— “What is it that is so compatible ? ” — That which was meant to be 
spoken of at the Primary Sacrifice ; at the Primary Sacrifice what was 
meant to be spoken of was the exact number of Ribs present ; so that at 
the Modificatory Sacrifice what is indicated as to be spoken of is the exact 
number of ribs present [and this, in the case of two or more animals, must 
be more than ‘ twenty-six 

- Says the Opponent — “ It has been already explained (by us) that the 
Adhrigu-Mantra is not indicated as an instrument ; and when it is not an 
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instrument, how can it be expressive of the exact number of ribs ? Ail 
that it can be directly expressive of is merely the number twenty-six [not 
the twenty-six -n&s].” 

Answer — Even though it is not indicated by the Instrumental case- 
ending, yet, being included in the declaration of Procedure, it becomes a 
means of accomplishment ; and what visible purpose would it accomplish, 
apart from the indicating of the act of offering ? 

Says the Opponent — "The word has no connection with offerings; 
it is the Declaration of the Procedure of the Primary Sacrifice that connects 
it with the Sacrifice ; and at the Primary Sacrifice the purpose found to be 
served by it was the ordinary perceptible one of describing the offering- 
material ,• and the term * twenty-six ’ also would only serve the purpose of 
eulogising that same material.” 

Our answer to this is that that cannot be so. All that the Context 
connects the word with iB the. Sacrifice only, and it is understood that the 
Mantra embodies a direction to the Priests (in general), and it is only on the 
basis of the indication of the words of the Mantra that we come to regard 
it as a direction to the Shamitr Priests (i.e. those whose duty it is to. kill 
the animal) ; to this same effect are the words of the Mantra : — ‘ Daivydh 
shamitdra upahutd manusyd arabhadhvam ’ [‘ 0 divine Killers, the men have 
been incited, now begin your work’], and then ‘ Sadvimshatirasya van- 
krayah td anusthya uchchdvayatdt ’ [‘ Of this animal, there are 26 ribs, count 
them and then take them out ’]. — From this it is clear that what the word 
expresses is each number of ribs, pot merely the number ! twenty-six ’.— -• 
— -Just as in the ease when the word ‘ Sacrifieer ’ is used in the sense of ■one.-. 
Saerificer, we take it that the word is expressive of the exact number of 
that Saerificer alone, and hence in a performance where there are two 
Sacrificers, the word is modified into that form which is expressive of the 
exact number of Sacrificers. — Exactly the same should be done in the case 
in question also. 

SUTRA (11). 

AS REGARDS THE TERM * WIFE/ IT IS OH ACCOUNT OF ITS BEING SOME- 
THING NEW (THAT THERE IS NO MODIFICATION). 

Bha§ya. 

It has been argued (under Su. 9) that the present case should be 
dealt with like the case of the term ‘ wife \ — But it was quite right in the 
case of the term ‘ wife ’ ; in that case the term, ' wife ’ was not one that 
had been laid down as to be used in connection with a performance by a 
saerificer with one wife ; and hence it was taken to be indicated as to be used 
at performances bv sacrificers with two or more wives ; because the term is 
expressive of the number pertaining to the one wife, just as much as to 
two or more wives. Hence there is no analogy between the present case and 
the case of the term ‘ wife 
12 
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SUTRA (12). 

[P^RVAPAKSA (0)] — “BUT, AS A MATTER OF FACT, THE (BASIC) TERM 

SHOULD BE USED JUST AS IT STANDS IN THE MANTRA, WITHOUT 
ANY MODIFICATION ;~BECAUSE NUMBERS TAKE IN ALL.” 

Bltasya. 

The term \tu ’ (‘ but ! ) introduces another view. 

“There should be modification of the Number, — -but not by ‘summa- 
tion’; the basic noun used should remain ‘ twenty-six 5 { ‘ §advimsha ’ ) 
as in the Vedie text; by retaining the basic noun in its unmodified form 
we preserve the scriptural text for the purpose of expressing the separate 
qualifications (i.e. the twenty -six-ribs as belonging to each of the two animals 
separately), we shall modify the ending denoting Number — using the words 
‘ Sadvimshuti ’ e tayorvankrayah ’ [‘ The ribs of these two animals are two 
twenty -sixes 

“ Objection y — ‘ If the form used is ' Sadvimshati 5 in the dual, then the 
noun ‘ ribs ’ (vankrayah ’ ) should - not have the Nominative ending [the 
Geniflve being the proper ending in that case]. 

u Answer — When, the substance qualified by twenty-six is what is meant 
to be emphasised, then alone is this particular number uttered for the 
purpose of qualifying (and characterising) it ; and in that case even the 
.Nominative case-ending can serve to specify the number by indirect indica- 
tion ; as we find in the case of the expression ‘ Indragnl devoid ■ [‘ The two 

deities Indra and Agni ’] ; in this latter expression, when what is meant 
to be emphasised is that quality which is denoted by the root ‘ div ’ (to 
lord over ; from which the term ‘ devoid ’ is derived), — then in that ease, 
the term ‘ indr agni' qualifies the term in the singular form, {'demtd'). It 
is on this ground that we have such expressions as — ‘ Panchapahchdshakih 
trortah samvatsarah, pahchapanchdshatah panchadashdh, panchapanchdshrttah 
saptadasMJi ; pancliapanchashatah efcavimshdh ■ ; where the term expressive 
of number is qualified by the word ‘ trvrtah ’ ( Singular ) through indirect 
indication. Oust as we have in the sentence ‘ DS-mdaUa-yajnadatta-visnwn- ' 
trdh parsab ’ [where the singular word ‘ parsat ’ qualifies the plural noun 
‘ devadiUtayajnadaUavismmiitrdh ’] ;■ — in the same manner, we would have 
the form * Sadvimshati vankrayah ' Two-twenty-six ribs ’]. — In this way 
we sliall avoid modification and yet have the term ‘ Sadvimsha ’ (‘ twent y - 
six ’) applicable to the ‘ Ribs 

SUTRA (13). 

[. Refutation of Purvapaksa (C)] — But in that case, the number 

WOULD BE THE PREDOMINANT FACTOR; WHILE IN 
REALITY IT IS THE RlBS THAT CONSTITUTE THE 
PREDOMINANT FACTOR. 

Bhasya. 

It is true that the expression ‘ §admmshati vankrayah ' would be 
possible; but such an assertion would make the Number *( twenty-six) the 
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predominant factor what would be meant to be emphasised in this case 
would be the quality 6 twenty -six and the ‘ Bibs’ would be taken as spoken 
of only for defining that quality. As a matter of fact, however, it is the 
Ribs that oeeupy the predominant place at the Primary Sacrifice,- — not the 
number (twenty-six) ; as has been made clear in Sutras 7 and 8 above.— 
Thus then, the suggested form of the words, if adopted, would not be in 
keeping with that used at the Primary Sacrifice ; and this woxild militate 
against the General Law itself.— -Hence the right course should be to modify 
the term by summation. 

SUTRA (14). 

FURTHER, THE SUGGESTED FORM ALSO’ WOULD HOT BE EXACTLY WHAT 
OCCURS IN THE Ve.DIC TEXT J AND YET (IF THE CHANGE WERE 
NOT MADE) ALL THE RlBS CONCERNED WOOED ' 

NOT BE SPOKEN OF. 

, BMs't/a. 

In the view just suggested (Purvapaksa (J) the whole expression would 
not be precisely as found in the Vedie text ; as it would involve the use of 
the words * fiadvimshati, ’ (in the case of two animals) and * ffadvhmhatai/ah * 
(in the case of more than two animals). — If, on the other hand, the Dual 
or the Plural forma wore not used, on the grqund that they are not 
scriptural, — then all the Ribs would not be spoken of in their entirety. 

. SUTRA (15). 

[PtjRVAPAK^A (D)3 — “ In FACT, THERE SHOULD BE REPETITION, 
WITHOUT ANY MODIFICATION.” 

BM§ya. 

The term ‘ va 5 (‘ in fact ■) sets aside the view sot forth in the foregoing 
Sutras. 

“The term shoxild not be used in its collective form, by summation ; 
there should be repetition of the term ; this would involve no modification ; 
so that both the scriptural text and the General Law would be duly 
honoured, and what would be done would be in strict accordance with the 
scriptures; — only the word would have to be repeated; and by this all 
the ribs concerned would come to be spoken of in their entirety.” 

SUTRA (16). 

[Einal Siddhanta] — Verily in that case the Animal would become 

THE PREDOMINANT FACTOR, . AS THE REPETITION WOULD BE ■ : 
DUB TO THAT.— From all this we conclude that 

THERE SHOULD BE SUMMATION. 

#ha?ya. 

The term ‘ to ’ (‘ Verily ’) introduces the final conclusion. 

* The view just set forth is not right ; the term should be used after 
summation. 
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Under the view set forth (as Piirvapaksa D), it woxild be the Animal 
that would come to be spoken of as the predominant factor ; — the form 
proposed is * Sadvimshatih Sadvimshatih vankrayah ’ ; — as there is no 
animal which has not got ‘ twenty-six ribs \ the iise of the expression could 
only imply that what is meant to be emphasised is the number (Two) 
connected with the animals and yet at the Primary Sacrifice, it is not 
this connection of the Number with the Animal that is meant to be em- 
phasised ; — it has been already explained that what is meant to be 
emphasised at the Primary Sacrifice is the exact number of the Bibs ; — and 
it is the same that is indicated by the General Law as to be done at the 
Modificatory Sacrifice in question. — For tliis reason it is clear that there 
should be no repetition of the term, which would be due only to Animals. — 
From all this it follows that the Ribs should be spoken of collectively after 
summation [i.e. the term used should be one expressing the total number 
of Ribs' concerned; viz. ‘ fifty-two 5 in the case of two animals, ‘ seventy - 
eight J in the case of three and so forth]. 



Adhikarana (2) : 

[In the exact interpretation of Sutras 17-21, there is a difference of opinion 
between the Bhmya and Mandana-karika on the one hand and the Vartika and 
its followers on the other. Says the Shastradipika — 4 The Bhasyakara has explained 
the five SUtras beginning with Su. 17 as one Adhikarana, while the Vartikakara has 
asserted that Su. 17 should be separated as a distinct Adhikarana, serving the pur- 
pose of introducing the next Adhikarana ’.—The Bhattadipika has a similar remark. 
— The editor of the Bhmya has followed the interpretation of the Nyaycmala, and has 
thus upset the whole purport of the Bhmya itself. The translation adopts an 
interpretation of the Sutras on the. basis of the Maridana-karikd, and it is at variance 
with the Vartika and all the later commentators. There is not much difference in 
the net result, as will be clear later on, below.] 

At the Ashvamedha, in connection with the 1 8 avanly a 
Horse \ there should he option in regard to the 
form of the Mantra. 

SUTRA (17). 

[PfjRVAPAKSA] — “ Of THE HORSE, THERE ABE THIRTY-FOUR SPOKEN OF 
ON THE BASIS OF THIS DECLARATION, THIS PECULIAR FORM 
SHOULD THEREFORE BE ADOPTED.” 

Bhd§ya. 

There is the Ashvamedha sacrifice; at this there is the ‘ Savaniya ’ 
animal, in the shape of the Horse, as also the Hornless Goat and the Ox- 
deer.— In connection with the Primary Agnlsomlya Animal-sacrifice , there 
is the Mantra-declaration * Sadvimshatirasya vahkrayah ’ [‘This has 26 
Ribs’] under the General Law this Mantra comes to be regarded as to 
be used at the aforesaid Savaniya (Horse, etc.) ; — but the Horse has 34 Ribs, 
while the Hornless Goat and the Ox-deer have 26 eaoh.— Then there is the 

Pk verse — ‘ Ghatmtrmshad vdjino devabandhoh vishasta ’ [where the 

Horse is spoken of as having 34 Ribs]. 

In regard to all this, there arises the question. — In what form is the 
Mantra to be used at the Savaniya of the Ashvamedha ? — Should the peculiar 
trait (of having 34 Ribs) be separately emphasised in connection with the 
Horse, while of the Hornless Goat and the Ox-deer, the Ribs should he 
summed up and spoken of by the total number [i.e. twenty -six of the 
Hornless Goat plus the twenty-six of the Ox-deer’) ? Or should the Ribs 
■of all the three animals be summed up and spoken of by the total number 
{i.e ‘ eighty-six* ] ? 

On this question, the Purvapak$a view is as follows The Horse has 
34 Ribs ; therefore this peculiar trait should be separately mentioned in the 
Mantra. Why ? — Because of the declaration ; i.e. the statement made in the 
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$ ft -verso — c OiutUistrimslmd vrijino devabcmdhoh ’ — would serve a useful pur- 
pose only if this peculiar trait were emphasised ; otherwise the statement 
would be entirely useless. Hence the conclusion is that in regard to the 
Horse, the peculiar trait must, be mentioned' separately.’’ 

■ . SUTRA (18). 

[j Refutation- of PurmpaIesd]—WttAT is actually used at the Primary 
Sacrifice rejects the said peculiar- trait ; because it 

IS EXPRESSED BY THE TERM * THIRTY -POUR ’. 

Blidsya. 

What :is actually used at the Primary Sacrifice- reflects, the said peculiar 
trait — i.e. the statement to be made should be exactly that which has 
been made at the Primary. Sacrifice. — How so? — Because there is the 
injunction that— 1 ‘ One should not speak of thirty-four , one should speak of 
twenty-six itself ’ ; and this injunction clearly precludes the mention, of the 
number 34, since it is expressed by the term ‘ thirty-four ’ the use of which 
is forbidden. Thus, inasmuch as it is forbidden, the separate mention of 
the peculiar trait (that it has 34 Ribs) cannot he made; and what can be 
mentioned is only the sum total of the ribs of all the three animals. 

Says the Purvapak§in — “ Even though the injunction that ‘ one should 
speak of twenty-six itself’ precludes the separate mention of the peculiar 
trait, yet this separate mention should be made.” 

We say — No. This declaration does not actually enjoin the use of the 
term * twenty-six * ; what it does is only to reiterate what is already known 
(through the General Law, which transfers the details of the Primary to the 
Modificatory Sacrifice).- — “ How do you know that ? ” — We gather it from the 
use of the term ‘ eva ‘itself’; this term' ‘ eva ’ is used only in connection 
with what is. already known. — And what is already known as to be done 
is not the use of the term ‘ twenty -six but the mention of the number 
twenty -six ; this is what has been done at the Primary Sacrifice; and this 
is what is indicated as to be done in the case in question ;• — and as this 
number was indicated at the Primary by means of the term ‘ twenty-six % 
in the present case also, the same term is used for indicating that - same 
number;— If the declaration quoted were taken as enjoining the mention 
of the number twenty -six, then two things would come to be enjoined by it 
— (1) the prohibition of the number 34 and (2) the mention of the number 
26 ; — and this would involve a syntactical split ; which would mean that the 
declaration would cease to be one syntactical whole.-— “What is this 
syntactical whole ? ” — It consists of mutual reliance (between the two clauses) 
— ‘ One should not mention thirty-four, — he should mention twenty-six ’ ; 
'this sentence is one syntactical whole expressing the idea that ‘ as 34 is 
forbidden, 26 should he mentioned ’ ; and as this is already known (that of 
two possible numbers, one being forbidden, the other should be mentioned), 
all that- the statement can be taken to mean is that it eulogises the Prohibi- 
tion ; — thus it is that it becomes one syntactical whole. This would not be 
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possible if it were taken as actually enjoining the number. And so long 
as a sentence can, be 1 taken as expressing one single idea, "it cannot be right 
to take it as expressing several ideas. As tins alvptys involves the assump- 
tion of many transcendental factors. — From all this it follows that the words 
should be used exactly as they are indicated (by the form used at the 
Primary Sacrifice). 

SUTRA (19). 

[Purvapaksin's answer to Sutra 18] — “There is the Rk-ver.se 

ACTUALLY FOUND IN THE VeDIC TEXT ; AND THIS ONLY 
REASONABLE COURSE IS. THAT THERE SHOULD BE 
NO WAVERING.” 

Bhasya. 

“The #k-verw — 4 Chatustrimshad viijino devaJbandhoh, etc. '—in actually 
found in the Vedio text (where, in. connection with the Horse, the number 34 
is clearly spoken of); — at the same time, the mention of 34 has been for- 
bidden (in the text ‘ Nit ctotiiMrimshadUi bruyat ) mwler the circumstances, 
the peculiar trait of the Horse must be separately mentioned. As it is only 
thus that a definite course would be adopted and there would be no wavering 
(between the two contending texts) ; and it is only right that there should 
be no wavering. If the two courses were treated as optional alternatives, 
then the two texts would become contradicted by one another: Le. if the 
number is mentioned, then the Prohibition is not followed, — and if the number 
is not mentioned, the injunction of its mention is not followed.-— Prom all 
tins it follows that there should be a separate mention of the peculiar trait 
of the Horse.” 


I 

:: 

* 


SUTRA (20). 

[Purm^aksin's 'answer. mndude(l\-~P On the basis of the text, there 

• WOULD BE A MODIFICATION OF THE WORD IN THE RE- VERSE ; 

, AS. IN THE CASE. OF THE WORD 6 AKA V* 

Bkdftya. 

“ It has been argued that the Rk-verse has been forbidden. But that 
is not so ; all that is. necessitated by the text is that there should be modifica- 
tion of the word in the verse. ' The text says — 4 One should not mention 34 , 
he should mention 26 1 ; here the word ‘ 34 ’ is forbidden directly by the 
text, while it is only by indirect implication that the verse is forbidden ; — 
and when there is conflict between Direct Assertion and Indirect Implication, 
the most reasonable course is to accept the former;.: ..Hence we conclude 
that there should be separate mention of the peculiar trait of the Horse 
[by means of the verse ; only the word ‘thirty-four’ being changed into 
4 twenty-six ’V’ 
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SUTRA (21). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, there is prohibition of the whole 

VERSE ; AS THERE WOULD BE NO CONNECTION WITH THE WORD. 

Bhdsya. 

In fact, the prohibition is of the whole verse, not only of the word 
* 34 — “ Why so ? ” — As there would he no connection with the word,— i.e. 
the verse would have no connection with the word ‘thirty-four’; and in 
the absence of this word, the rest of the verse could not express the number 
of Ribs.— If the rest of the versa were connected with the word ‘twenty- 
six — even so it would not express the number of Ribs of the Horse (whieh 
has 34, not 26, Ribs) ; m that the statement would not serve any visible 
purpose. The sentence, thus being wanting in a necessary word, could not 
serve any useful purpose ; specially as the uttering of a detective sentence 
has been declared to lead to evil consequences—* If a Mantra is defective, 
either in accent or in syllable, it is wrongly uttered and expresses not the 
intended meaning ; it becomes a verbal thunderbolt and strikes the saorificer ; 
as happened in the case of the word ‘ imrashatru ’, through wrong accentua- 
tion ’.—Further in*this case, the word ‘ thirty -four ’ would become absolutely 
useless. 

From all this we conclude that — (a) the words used should be expressive 
of the sum total of the Ribs of all the three animals : — and (6) as the use 
of the ^ Ik-verse lias been enjoined by another injunction, there should be a 
separate mention of the peculiar trait of the Horse [i.e. the two forms of 
words should be treated as optional alternatives]. [The two options being 
—(a) ‘Thirty-four Ribs (of the Horse) and Fifty -two (of the other two animals), 
— (6) ‘Eighty-six Ribs of all the three animals together’.] 


[The explanation of Sutras 17—21, in accordance with the Vdrtika and its 
f ollowers has been clearly stated in the Shastradipikd ; it may be thus summed up ; 
—SiUra 17 sets forth the Siddhdnta view that there should be option in the present 
case. That the text ‘ one should not mention 34, he should mention 26 ’ prohibits 
the entire verse referring specifically •to the Horse is going to be established in the 
following Adhikarana consisting of Sutras 18-21 ; — what is considered under the 
present Adhikarana (Su. 17) is the question — should we always use the words 
exactly as they are used at the Primary Sacrifice — or should the specific verse 
speaking of the peculiar trait of the Horse be also treated as an optional alterna- 
tive, — even though it has been prohibited? — The Purvapaksa view is that, “On 
the strength of the direct (prohibitive) declaration, the Mantra used should be 
exactly as used at the Primary Sacrifice — The Siddhdnta is that what is laid 
down in the sentence ‘ one should not mention 34 ’ is the prohibition of the 
mention of 34 ; and this prohibition implies the possibility of using what is pro- 
hibited ; — this possibility must be based upon scripture ; — and on the basis of this 
assumed text indicating the possibility of the use of the words speaking of the 
peculiar trait of the Horse,— we take it that the use of these words also is 



1601 


: ADHYAYA IX, P.4DA IV, ADHIKABANA ( 2 ). 

permissible, and hence ahquld be regarded as an . optional alternative. (This is 
-the same as the final SiMhanta deduced by the BMsya from all the five 8Mrm 
17-21.) — -The next four Sutras 18-21, according to the ShastradvpiM, form a 
•distinct Adhikarana leading to the Siddh&nta that there should be the following 
•options — (a) ‘Thirty-four Ribs (of- the Horse) and 62 (of the other two), and (b) 
* Eighty -six of all three * (34 of the Horse, 26 of each of the other two).] 



Adhikarara (3) : In connection with the i Agnisomiya- 

Animal-Sacrifice \ the term 4 urulca 9 stands for 
the Fat. 

SUTRA (22). 

By reason of the proximity of the Vanistu (Reotttm), it is the; 
Fat that should be taken as denoted by the tebm 
* Uruka \ 

Bhasya . 

In connection with the Jyotistoma, there is the *4 gnwomiya-A nvnml - 
Sacrifice ; at which the following words aro used in the Adhrigu-Mantra ■ — 

‘ V anistumasya md rdvista urukam manyamanah,' [/Do not cut out its rec- 
tum, thinking it to foe urulca 

In regard to the term ‘ urulca ’ as used here, there arises the following 
question — Does the sentence mean 4 Do not cut out the rectum, thinking it 
to be uluka, i.e. an owl 5 ? Or * Do not cut out the rectum, thinking it to 
be Fat J ? 

On this question, th ePurvapalcsa view is as follows : — “ The meaning is 
‘ thinking the Rectum to be an owl \ — ‘ But how can the term urulca signify' 
the uluka (owl) ? ’—It does so because the letters 4 ra 5 and 4 la ’ are similar ; 
as we have such optional forms as ‘ paryanka — palyanka 4 romdni — lomdni 
4 angurih — angulih ’ ; — and also because the Rectum really resembles the 
owl. On the other hand, the term 4 uruka. 5 is never found to be expressive 
of Fat.” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta It is the 
Fat that should be taken as expressed by the term 4 uruka' ; the idea 
expressed is 4 Do not cut out the rectum, thinking it to be Fat ’ ; this idea, 
as thus expressed, serves a distinctly useful purpose ; as by reason of the 
proximity of the Reotum, it is quite possible for it to be mistaken for Fat 
and cut out and by preventing this possible contingency, the sentence 
serves a visible purpose. It does not mean that the Rectum is not to be 
cut out at. all ; what is meant is that at the time of the cutting out of the 
Fat, the Rectum should not be cut out under the misapprehension that it 
is Fat. Under the other view, the prohibition 4 Do not cut out of the 
Rectum ’ would be meaningless, when as a matter of fact, the Rectum has 
got to be Cut out ; and the mention of the similarity to the owl would have 
to he taken as serving some transcendental purpose. — - 4 But, as a matter 
of fact, the term uruka is ne^er used in the sense of Fat, — how could it 
denote the Fat ? * — Answ&r— ^Etymologically, the term ‘ uruka ’ signifies 
large ; as is found in such expressions as 4 uru rdjanganam ’ [‘ The royal 
courtyard is large 4 Uru tailikanganam ’ {‘The court of the Tailika is 
large ’] ; as also in such Vedic sentences as — 4 Uru hi raja varunas'hchakdra. 
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etC'\—‘ Uru vipto vibramasm ’ fin all of which eases ‘ uru' stands for ‘ large ’]. 
—Similarly in the case in question it signifies * large * ; — then again, the 
term ‘Kasha' is known to be denotative of marrow ; as we find in such 
expressions as * Kashavdhino rathdh \ which means that ‘ the chariots pass , 
through marrow ’ j— the term * Ka ’ is a part of the word e Kasha % and as 
such it brings about the notion of the whole of which it forms part ; so that 
the term ‘ uruka 5 is found to be a compound word {uru-ka) standing for 
‘large marrow’, and denoting the large lump of Fat full of marrow ; the 
meaning of the sentence in question thus comes to be — ■ Do not cut out 
the Rectum which is near the Fat, thinking it to be a large lump of Fat 
Thus it becomes established that the term ‘ uruka ’ signifies Fat, 

Question — “ What is the use of this Adhikarana ? ” 

Answer — If what is meant is the Rectum itself which is ’spoken of as 
resembling the owl {uruka), — then, when the words come to be used at a 
sacrifice with two or more animals, there would be no modification in the 
word * ur&kam which comes in only as a standard of comparison ; — if, 
on the other hand, the term ‘ uruka * stands for Fat-lump, then both the 
terms ‘ uru * and * ka ’ should have to be modified into * unt-ke 5 (in the 
case of two animals) and * uruni-kdm ’ (in the case of more than two animals) ; 
or into ‘ vruM ' and ‘urukdrii', if the term ‘ uruka * is taken as a 
compound. 



Adhikarana (4) : In the * Adhrigu- Mantra \ the term 

‘ prashasd 9 occurring in the expression 4 prashasd 
bdhu \ stands for 4 prashamsd ’ (Praise). 

SUTRA (23). 

[PCrvapaxsa] — “The word £ pbashasa 5 denotes the 

SWORD.” 

Bhasya. 

In the same Adhrigu-Mantra that we have been dealing with, we find 
the expression 4 prashasd bdhu’. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — In the sentence * prashasd 
bdhu krnutdt *, is * prashasa ’ a word with the Instrumental Ending, the 
meaning of the sentence being ‘ The two arms should be taken out by means 
of the Prashas’ ? — Or prashasd ’ is a word with the Accusative Ending, 
the ending being turned into the form of ‘a’, — and the meaning of the 
sentence is ‘ The two excellent arms should be cut out ’ ? 

On this question, the Purvapahsa is as follows: — The word prashasd ’ 
denotes the sword ; the term ‘ Shdsa ’ is well known as denoting the sword ; 
this is what has been referred to in the following Vedic-text — ‘ Dasha - 
praydjdnistvd aha shdsamdhareti asim vai shdsamdchakqate ' Having per- 
formed the ten Prayaja sacrifices, he says Bring the Shdsa ; it is the sword 
that is called Shdsa A mere praise of the arms (as ‘ excellent *) would 
serve no useful purpose; as the only idea possible would be that ‘the 
•excellent arms bring about some transcendental result ’, and this would 
involve the assumption that the arms are deities indicated by the words 
of the Mantra ; — and this would be highly improper ; specially when another 
explanation is possible. — In support of this other explanation we have the 
following passage which occurs in the section dealing with the story of 
Shunahshepa — ‘ Atastvdmagnim shdsahaetam shdsena vishasanatvdt na draqlu- 
mutsahe’. — From all this it is clear that the prashasd ’ stands for < asind\ 
‘ by the s\yord 

SUTRA (24). 

[Siddhanta] — In fact, it signifies the braise of the arms. 



In f aot, the word in question signifies the praise of the arms ; the 
sentence ‘ Prashasd bdhu krnutdt ’ meaning ‘ the two excellent arms should 
be cut out ’ ; in this sense, the term ‘ prashasd, ’ serves a distinctly useful 
purpose ; the ‘ excellence ’ of the arms consists in their entirety ; hence the 
sentence means that ‘ one should take out the whole of the two arms ’ ; 



1605 


ADHYAYA IX, PADA IV, ABHIKAEANA (4). 

i.e. ‘the two arms should be wholly taken out’. — Under the Purvapak§a 
view, the arms would be taken out by means of the Svadhiii (as they actually 
are), while the word uttered would be one signifying the sword ; or the 
sentence would be laying down a deity indicated by the Mantra ,} — and 
lastly, the arms should have to be cut out with the sword ; — all this would be 
highly improper, when the weapon actually enjoined for the purpose is the 
Snadhiti.~~N or can it be said that the arms (fore-legs) are not excellent 
or praiseworthy; as it is on those that the animal walks; and it is by 
bending and resting on them that it eats the Shami and the Karim . — From 
all this it follows that the term ‘ prashasd 1 denotes the praise of the anus. 

“ What is the use of this Adhikararia ? V 
< At the Aahvamedha there are a hundred silver .swords with green 
scabbards ; according to the Purvapak?a, in this case the form “ prashasd * 
(Instrumental Singular) would have to be modified (into the Plural form, 
to be in keeping with the large number of swords) ;• — while according to the 
SiddJidnta, the modification (if any) would be in keeping with the number 
of arms concerned. 



Adhikarana (5) : In the expression ‘ Shyenamasya vak- 

sah\ etc the terms i Shyena ’ and the rest denote 
i entirety \ 

SUTRA (25). 

[Porvapaksa] — “By reason of the proximity of what is well 

KNOWN, THE. TERMS ‘ ShyENA ‘ ShALA * KaSHYAPA 
* KAVASA AND ‘ SrEKAPARNA 5 SHOULD BE TAKEN' 

AS DENOTING THE SHAPE.” 

Bhasya. 

In. the same ‘ Adhrigu-Mantra ’ that we have been discussing, there 
occur the following words— 1 Shyenamasya vaksah lernuifr, Skald do§mil, 
Kashyap evdmaau, Kavasoru, Srekaparndsthimiitah’ [‘One should make the 
chest of the animal a kite, etc. etc. ’]. 

In regard to these words (‘ Shyena\ ‘Skald’, etc,), there arises the 
question — Do they signify the shape [the meaning being that ‘the chest 
should be turned into the shape of the kite ’ and so forth] V — Or do they 
signify entirety [the meaning being that ‘the chest should be kept entire ■■ 
and so forth] ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ By reason of 
Idie proximity of what is well known, the term should be taken as denoting the 
shape ; — -as a rule, in. ordinary practice when something is asserted as to 
be made, — and this assertion is in proximity to what is well known, it is 
always understood as standing for the shape (of that well-known thing) ; 
e.g. in such expressions as— ‘Make lions of this lump of flour’, ‘Make 
girdles of the fibre of the Ar/wna-plant it is understood that the term 
* lion ’ stands for the shape of the Lion, and the term ‘ girdle ’ stands for 
the shape of the girdle. Similarly the sentences in question should mean — 
6 The chest should be turned into the shape of the kite, — the arms should 
be turned into the shape of the porcupine, — the shoulders should be turned 
into the shape of the tortoise, — the thighs should be turned into the shape 
of a shield, — the knee-bones should be turned into the shape of the leaf 
of the Abrayira-plant 

SUTRA (26). 

[Seddhanta] — In fact, it is £ ENTIRETY ’ THAT is SIGNIFIED, AS IT 
IS ALREADY LIKE THAT. 

Bhasya. 

The term ‘ vd ’ (‘in fact’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
\bove. 
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It is not true that the terms in question signify shape ; what is meant 
to be expressed is the taking out of the entire limb ; and as a matter of fact, 
when the limbs mentioned are taken out in their entirety, they actually have 
the shape of the things mentioned.* So that when it is said ‘Make these 
limbs such as to have the shape of the kite, etc.’, what is understood to be 
meant is * take out the limbs in their entirety ’ ; such an injunction, even 
though got at by indirect indication, comes to serve a perceptible purpose ; 
because the use to which the limbs are going to be put is such as can be 
fulfilled only when they are taken out in their entirety ; that is to say, when 
each of these limbs is taken out as a whole, then alone is it possible to make 
an offering of that limb. Otherwise (according to the Purvapctkisa view) 
what would be offered would be the lump of flesh ;of that particular shape 
(not that particular limb). — From this it follows that the words should be 
taken as signifying entirety. 

SUTRA (27). 

Also because the ‘ Adhrigu-mantra ’ is meant for that 

PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya,. 

The Adkrigu-numtra also is for the purpose of the extracting of the 
limbs, — that is, it is meant to serve the purpose of accomplishing the 
extracting of the limbs in- their e/nti/reVy. — “ How so ? ” — It contains the 
words — G&trnm gatrmnasymvmicmi krnutdt * [‘ See that each of its limbs 
remains intact ’]. — From this also it is clear that the terms ‘ S'hyina ’ and 
the rest signify the extracting of the limbs in their entirety. 

The purpose served by the discussion is as already explained; [i.e. 
according to the Purvapaksa, the term * Shyenam * in the singular form 
would have to be modified- into the Dual or Plural forms in the ease of there 
being two or more animals ; while according to the Siddhanta., no such 
modification should be necessary, as the term ‘entirety’ is a generic term 
and as such is equally applicable to one or more animals]. 



Abhikabana (6) : The expiatory sacrifice 4 Jyotismati 9 is- 
not to he performed on the extinguishing of the Fire 
taken out for the Darsha-sacrifice. 

SUTRA (28). 

Thebe is to be no expiation in connection with what is accidental 

BECAUSE IT IS EOT! ANOTHER PURPOSE, — IT HAVING BEEN 
PRESCRIBED EOR THAT PURPOSE. 

Bhasya . 

There is the Agnihotra laid down in the text — -‘Knowing this, if one 
performs the Agnihotra , etc. * ; in connection with this, it is declared — ‘If the 
Fire taken out should become extinguished before the Agnihotra -libation 
has been offered, one should offer the cake baked upon eight pans to Agni- 
Jyotiymat 

[Every day, Fire is taken out of the Garhapatya-hea rfft and placed in the 
Ahavamya hearth, for '.the purpose of offering the Agniliotra-libations. If the 
Fire thuB taken out goes out before these libations have been offered, then the 
man should make the said offering to Agni-Jyotismat ; this is an expiatory rite.] 
In this connection the question that arises is — Should, or should not, 
this expiatory Jyotismati sacrifice be performed when the Fire that goes out 
before the offering of the Agnihotra-libations is the one that has been taken 
out for the offering of the Darsha, or the Paurnamdsa sacrifice [and not the 
one that had been taken for the offering of the Agnihotra ] ? 

On this question, the Purvapakm view is as follows : — “ The expiatory 
sacrifice must be performed in the said case. — Why ? — Because when the con - 
dibion is there, that which is conditional upon that condition must come in. 
The only condition laid down for the performance of the Jyotiqmati sacrifice 
is that the Fire taken out should go out before the Agnihotra-libations have been 
offered ; hence [when this condition is there, as it is in the case in question] 
the sacrifice must be performed. Nor is there any word to the effect that 
‘ the sacrifice' should be performed only on the going out of the Fire that has 
been taken out for the purpose of the Agnihotra ’. For this reason also, the 
sacrifice should be performed in the case in question.” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta : — In connection 
with what is accidental, — i.e. in connection with the going out of the Fire 
referred to above, — the expiation should not be performed ; — because in 
that case the taking out of the Fire has been for another purpose, — i.e. for 
the purpose of the Darsha and Purnamasa sacrifices ; — while the expiation 
. has been laid down in connection with the going out of that Fire which has 
been taken out ffir the purpose of the Agnihotra- offering. — Hence it follows 
j that the Expiation should not be performed in the case in question. 

Says the Opponent — “ We have already pointed out that there is no 
• other word in the text to show that the expiation is to be performed on the 
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oing out of only that Fire which has been taken out for the purpose of 
j-he Agnihotra-oft'ering.” 

Answer — Though there is no such word in the text, yet it is understood 
that the expiation has been laid down only in connection with the going out 
of that Fire which has been taken out for the purposes of the Agnihotra.- — ■ 
“ How so ? ” — It is so understood because the Expiation has been laid down 
under the context of the Agnihotra ; from the fact of its having been laid 
down in the context of the Agnihotra, it- follows that it is helpful at this 
latter. 

“ But the taking out of the Fire is not qualified by Agnihotra ; — every- 
thing is done for its own sake, not for the sake of the qualification of 
something else.” 

Answer — The Expiation that is laid down is in relation to the Fire, 
not in relation to the going out. 

Question — “ What if it is so ? ” 

Answer — If it were in relation to the going out, then, inasmuch as the 
going out is not a part of the sacrifice, the Expiation could not be held to 
*be for the purpose of the going out ; in fact, it is related to the Agnihotra 
as its purpose, which forms the subject-matter of the Context. When it is 
related to the Fire, — inasmuch as the Fire is a subsidiary detail of the 
sacrifice, — it is through that Fire that the Expiation becomes connected 
with its purpose. Such being the case, the Fire, thus taken out, is said to 
have ‘gone out’ (‘extinguished’) if it fails to accomplish that purpose. 
Thus the accomplishment of the Agnihotra is the purpose to be served by 
that Taking out of the Fire which is done for the sake of Agnihotra ; and the 
accomplishment of the Darsha -Purnamasa is the purpose to be served by 
the Taking out of the Fire which is done for the sake of the Darsha - 
Purnamasa. — When the Fire that has been taken out goes out, it becomes 
incapable of accomplishing its purpose ; and by means of the prescribed 
Expiation, it regains its capacity to accomplish that purpose. Thus it is 
that by making the Fire so capable, the Expiation helps the performance 
of the Agnihotra. On the other hand, when the Fire had been taken out 
for the sake of the Darsha-Purnamasa , — if the Expiation renders that fire 
capable, it does not in any way help the Agnihotra ; it is only when the Fire 
had been taken out for the sake, of the Agnihotra that by rendering that 
Fire capable, the Expiation helps the Agnihotra. — From all this it follows 
that the Expiation in question is to be performed only when the Fire had 
been taken out for the sake of the Agnihotra. 

Question — “How do you know that the Expiation is jela&pd to the 
Fire, not to the going out ? That it is related to the ‘ going oulfllt qualified 
by * Fire ’ is directly asserted by the words of i-he text, while it is by Syntactical 
Connection that it is indicated that it is related to the ‘ Fire ’ as characterised 
by the ‘ going out ’ ; — and as Direct Assertion is more authoritative than 
Syntactical Connection, it follows that the Expiation is related to the 
* going out 

Answer — The connection of ‘ going out ’ is unavoidable ; hence it follows 
that no emphasis is intended to be laid upon the phrase ‘for whom it 
13 
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should go out ’. ; and there can be no connection with what is not required ; 
as such connection could be accepted only as leading to some transcendental 
result. On the other hand, if the Expiation is related to the * Fire * 
as characterised by ‘ going out % — -the connection comes to be with what is 
actually required ; as it comes to be recognised as to be performed only when 
there is extinguishing of the Fire, and in this case a visible purpose is served. 
Hence it follows that the Expiation is related to the Fire as characterised 
by the ‘ going out ’. — If the Fire that goes out is one that had been taken 
out for the sake of the Darsha-Purnamclsa, — then the Fire that has become 
extinguished is one that is not related to the Agnihotra itself : and as the 
taking out of the Fire was not for the Agnihotra itself, — the Expiation in 
question could not be applicable to this case. 

Further, there is an indicative text also, in support of this view. — 
“ What is that text ? ” — It is in the form of the reference in the words 
‘ He whose Fire is taken out at the Agnihotra ’ . That tins is a reference follows 
from the fact that if it were treated as an injunction , there would be a 
syntactical split. — If the taking out of the Fire is for the purpose of the 
Agnihotra , then with a view to express the idea that * the said purpose has not 
been accomplished’; it is only right that there should be a reference in the 
form of the said words to the fact of ‘the Agnihotra -libations not having 
been offered’.— From this also it follows that the Expiation is to be per- 
formed only when the Fire going out has been one that had been taken 
out for the purpose of the Agnihotra. 

Question — “ What then should be done in the other case (whei’e the Fire 
taken out for the Darsha-Purnamasa has gone out) ? ” 

Answer — In the case of that going out of the Fire, there should be 
some other Expiation which has not been prescribed with special reference 
to any particular sacrifice. 


Adhixaraina (7) : The expiatory sacrifice ‘ JyotismaU * is 
not to be performed on the going out of the 1 Dhdrya 5 
J%e. 

SUTRA (29). 

SO ALSO IS THE CASE OE THE 4 MAINTAINING ’ (OF THE FlRE), 
BECAUSE IT IS FOB, ANOTHER PURPOSE. 

Bhasya. 

It has been declared that ‘The Ahavaniya should be maintained by 
Oatashri persons ’ [i.e. (a) ‘by persons who have attained prosperity’, 
according to Tqntra-ratna , — ‘ by ( 1 ) the learned Brahmana, (2) the village-chief, 
and (3 V the Ksattriya ’ according to an old text). — There is the Expiation laid 
down in connection with the going out of the Fire in connection with the 
Agnihotra — ‘ If -the Fire taken out should go out before the Agnihotra- 
Hbations have been offered, one should offer a cake baked on eight pans 
to Agni-J yotisimt \ 

In regard to this there arises the following question' — When this 
* Dhdrya- Agni ’ (Fire to be Maintained) goes out, should the said Expiation 
be performed or not ? 

On this question, the PurvapaJcsa view is as follows The Expiation 
must be performed, as the condition precedent is present ; the only condition 
precedent is that the Fire taken out for the Agnihotra should go out ; and 
this condition is wholly present in the case in question ; — hence the 
Expiation must be performed. Objection — ‘ The Fire that has gone 

out in this case is one that had been taken, out for the purpose of 
All (sacrificial) acts, not for the purpose of the Agnihotra only — Answer — If 
it is for the purpose of all acts, then, as being for the purpose of the 
whole lot of acts, its being for the purpose of one of those acts (i.e. 
the Agnihotra) cannot be denied ; it is only when a thing is for the purpose 
of every one individual of the lot, that it can be said to be for the sake of 
the whole lot of them ; so that even though it might be used at all the acts, 
it would be used at the Agnihotra also.— As a matter of fact, however, the 
Fire in question is not for the purpose of the whole lot of acts ; for the simple 
reason that no such lot of acts having been enjoined, there could be no need 
for the fulfilment of which such Fire and such other accessories would be 
required ; — it is each individual act that needs the talcing out of the Fire. 
Thus, even 'though the Fire might be used at all acts, it would be one that is 
used at the Agnihotra also from which it follows that the expiation due 
on the going out of the Fire should be performed. In fact, such rites as 
4 paryuhsana ’ (Besprinkling), ‘ Parisamuhana ’ ( 4 Encircling' with water’), 
4 Trinapachaya* (‘ Spreading out of the grass’) are performed day by day, 
in connection with the Dhdrya Fire ; — and in the same manner, the Expiation 
in question should also be performed.” 
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In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta : — In the case 
of the ‘ maintaining ’ of the Fire 1 by the * Gatashn ’ persons, the Expiation 
due to the going out of the Eire should not be performed. — “ Why ? ” — 
Because it is for another ■purpose ; that is, at the time that the performer is- 
* Gatashn \ the taking out of the Fire is not done for the purpose of Agnihotra ; 
in fact, the Fire is taken out for some one purpose and it is ‘ maintained ’ 
for all acts ; the 1 taking out ’ of the Fire is always for the purpose of some 
one act; it is only the ‘ maintaining ’ that is done for the purpose of all 
acts ; — and there can be no Expiation on' the going out of the Fire which is 
only ' maintained * for the purpose of the Agnihotra; it is to be performed 
only on the going out of the Fire that has been * taken out ’ for the purpose 
of the Agnihotra itself ; — in the case in question, the ‘ taking out ’ is related to 
some other act,— it being done for the purpose of that act ; and it is only in 
the case of the Fire being actually taken out for the purpose of that act for 
tho purpose whereof there is taking out, — that the Expiation can be per- 
formed.-— From all this it follows that the Expiation should not be performed 
in the case in question. 

SUTRA (30). 

Ik the case of the other rites, there would be performakce 

OF THEM, BECAUSE THEY ARE FOR THE PURPOSE OF 

"the act. 



It Iras been argued (by the Purvapaksin) that — “ Just as the rites of 
Paryuk§ana, Parisamuhana and the like are performed in connection with 
the ‘ Dharya ’ Fire, so should the Expiation also be performed — Our 
answer to this is as follows It is only right that Parisamuhana and .the 
other rites are performed ; because they have been actually enjoined as- 
‘ embellishments ’ (of the Fire) ; and hence, they can be performed, and they 
have not yet fulfilled their purpose ; — as for the Taking out of the Fire, 
on the other hand, it has already fulfilled its purpose and, as such, ceased 
(past ) ; nor can it be performed, as the place and time of its performance are 
restricted. — -Hence there is no analogy between the Rites cited and the 
Expiation in question. 



Adhikarana (8): In connection with the c Darsha 5 
sacrifice , the i Talcing out ’ 0 / Fire m to be 
done without Mantras. 

SUTRA (31). 

In A CASE WHERE THE ACT IS PERFORMED IN A FlRE PRODUCED (FOR 
ANOTHER PURPOSE), IT IS NOT USED ; BECAUSE THE OCCASION 
FOR IT HAS NOT ARRIVED. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the ‘ taking out ’ of the Fire at the Agnihotra, the 
following Mantra is used — ‘ FacM tvd hatrd—pranena udgdtrd, etc. etc. ’ • 
In regard to this there arises the question — When the ‘ taking out ’ 
of the Fire is done for the purposes of the Darsha sacrifice, — should this 
Mantra be used or not ? 

On this question, the Purmpaksa view is as follows: — “ Even when the 
Fire is taken out for the Darsha-sacrifice, Agwi^oira-libations are offered; — 
under the circumstances, if this ‘ taking out ’ were done without a Mantra 
the Agnihotra would be performed in a fire taken out without Mantra. Hence 
it follows that the ‘ taking out ’ at the Darsha also should be done with the 
prescribed Mantra. — If it be argued that— ‘ As it would not be the occasion 
for the Agnihotra, the Taking out would be defective and hence cannot 
appertain to the Agnihotra \ — the answer is that that cannot be' right ; as 
it is only the factor of occasion (or time) that will have ceased, and the 
6 Taking out even though defective to that extent, would still be there 
and appertain to the Agnihotra. Such being the case, the * Taking out ’ of 
the Fire at the Darsha should be done with the Mantra 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta : — When the 
Fire has been produced for another act,— if the Agnihotra is performed in 
that Fire,— in that case the Mantra should not be used. The term ‘ Ohodana ’ 
(in the Sutra) stands for act. That is to say, in such a case, the ‘ Taking 
out ’will not have been done for the Agnihotra , — ‘and when the * Taking out’ 
is related to some other act, naturally there should be no using of the Mantra 
(which has been laid down in connection with that ‘ Taking out ’ winch is 
done for the Agnihotra.) 

Says the Opponent — “ It lias been already explained that even though 
defective, the Taking out would be one pertaining to the Agnihotra ; certainly 
the absence of the secondary factor (of time) cannot mean the absence of 
the primary factor.” 

A n-siver — Time is not a ‘secondary factor’; it is the condition or 
occasion, — as has been already explained ; — and if an act. is done when the 
on nasi on is not there, it means that something has been done which has 
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not been enjoined in the Veda. For this reason the ‘ Taking out 5 cannot 
be regarded as appertaining to the Agnihotra and if the ‘ Taking out ’ 
does not appertain to the Agnihotra, then, for that very reason, the Mantra 
in question should not be used ; even if it were used, it would be meaning- 
less. 



Adhieabana (9) : In connection with the ‘ Prdyaniya- 
charu % the details laid down as appertaining to 
4 what is offered 5 should not he performed. 

SUTRA (32). 

[POrvapaksa — continued] — “ When there is ? cooking ’, it is found 

TO BE ACTUALLY OFFERED ; HENCE IT SHOULD TAKE IN THE 
DETAILS RELATING TO IT; BECAUSE THERE IS 
MIXTURE, AS IN THE CASE OF ‘ HONEY AND 

Water ’ ; and because it is for 

EATING.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Jyotiftoma, we read — ‘ Adityah prdyaniyah 
payasi charuiy ’ [‘ The Prdyaniya-charu cooked in milk dedicated to Aditya ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question— Are the details laid down 
as to be performed in connection with the Milk meant to be offered,— to be 
performed in connection with the Milk in which the rice is to be cooked 
(according to the above text) ? — Or not ? — The fact is that if this Milk is 
meant to be offered, then the said details must be performed; while if it is 
meant only for the cooking of the Rice, then the details should not be 
performed. — “ Why should there be any doubt on this point ? ” — The 
presence of the Locative Ending (in ‘ payasi ’) indicates that the milk is 
meant only for the cooking of the Rice ; on the other hand, if the said ending 
is taken as asserting the fact of the Milk being the receptacle of the Rice 
which is related to a Deity, — [and it would be so if the Milk were meant 
only for the cooking], — then there would be fear of syntactical split [the 
sentence meaning (a) that ‘the Rice should be offered to the deity Adilya'’, 
and (6) that ‘ the Rice should be cooked in milk That is why there is a 
doubt. 

On the said question, the Piirvapaksa view is as follows : — ■“ The milk 
is meant to be offered.— Why ? — Because, if the sentence is taken to mean— 
(a) that ‘ the Rice is to be offered to Aditya ’ and (6) that ‘ it should be 
cooked in milk’,— it would enjoin two things and hence there would be a 
syntactical split. As a matter of fact, both these ideas arc derived from the 
text ; if either one of them is taken as enjoined, the other, even though no# 
enjoined, is comprehended all the same ; and in this case there is no syntactical 
split, and it is necessary for us to adopt that interpretation which does not 
involve a syntactical split.— Now if the fact of the Milk being the. receptacle 
of the Rice is taken as enjoined, then the idea of the connection with the 
deity Aditya cannot be understood to be implied by it ; as this latter idea 
has not been expressed anywhere else ; — on the other hand, if the oonneetion 
with the deity is taken as enjoined,— then the very fact of the mention of 
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‘ Bice ’ and ‘ Milk 5 implies that the two things are mixed up and it is this 
mixture that is connected with the deity ; and this naturally leads to the 
conclusion that the Bice has the Milk for its receptacle. — Objection — ‘ What 
the sentence really speaks of are the Bice and Milk, not the mixture of the 
two — Answer — When the two things are expressed, the very declaration of 
the action implies that they are to be used together, and this implies their being 
mixed ; and as the sentence is one only, the two are taken together. From 
this it is clear that all that is meant to be enjoined is the mere mention of 
the two things ,• as for the relation of container and contained between the 
two things, even though it is implied, it cannot be taken as being enjoined. 
The statement has been made in this special form, with a view to indicate 
the Rice and- Milk as mixed together.— ISTow when the Rice mixed with the 
Milk is offered, the Milk also must become offered. This is what is meant by 
the term ‘ pradhdnadarshanam ’ ( ‘ found to be actually offered ’) (occurring 
in the Sutra). The Locative Ending (in 5 pay mi ’) has been used with a 
view to secure the offering of the Rice as cooked in the Milk. Thus it follows 
that this Milk is ■ for Eating \ — -i.e. for the purpose of being offered in 
sacrifice ; the term ‘ bhojana ’ (‘ Eating ’) here signifies the sacrifice, on 
account of similarity. — -Thus the Milk, being meant for being offered, must 
take in the details that have been prescribed in connection with Milk (to be 
offered).- — Says the Opponent — ‘Mere offering does not constitute sacrifice', 
it is only when the offering is made to a Deity that it becomes a sacrifice \ 
Answer — As a matter of fact, inasmuch as both the substances (Milk and 
Rice) have been mentioned (as to 'be offered to Aditya), both of them as 
mixed together are connected with the Deity, — just as in the case of 
* Honey and Water * ; that is, the present case is exactly like the case of the 
‘ offering to Prajapati * which has been laid down as consisting of ‘ Curds, 
Honey, Clarified Butter, Fried grains and Water ’ ; even though in the case 
in question, the Locative Ending has been used to express the idea ; that 
this is so follows from the fact that the sense of the Locative (i.e. Location) 
is hot what is meant to be predicated, the mere mention (of the Milk) is 
what is intended. Just as in the case of the assertion ‘ odane. dadhi datva 
abhyavahartavyam ’ [‘ One should put curd into the Bice and then eat if 
• — where we have the Locative ending in ‘ odane, ’], all that is intended is 
the mention of the Bice, and not the fact of its being the receptacle or con- 
tainer, ~~%o should it be taken to be in the ease in question also.— From all 
this it follows that the Milk is for being offered, and hence in connection 
with it one should perform all those details that have been prescribed for 
such Milk as is meant to be offered.” 

SUTRA (33). 

P?Ob,vapak§a — continued] — “ The prohibition of certain embellish- 
ments ALSO POINTS TO THE SAME CONCLUSION.’’ 

Bhasya. 

“ It is only in accordance with the above view that we can explain the 
prohibition (in regard to the offering in question) of some of those embellish- 
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ments that have been prescribed in connection with the Milk to be offered ; 
for instance, there are such prohibitions as — (a) 6 He removes the calves 
-without using the Yajua- Mantra \ (6) £ He milks the cowin a vessel without 
the Pavitra-gr&ss ’ ; — such prohibition would have some sense only if the 
•embellishments were understood as to be carried out.” 

StJTRA (34). 

[PUrvapaksa — concluded ] — “ Also because, when thebe is 

PROHIBITION OF MILK, IT IS AVOIDED EVEN IN THAT 

(MIXED) FORM.” 

Bhtisya. 

“Wherever there is prohibition of milk, it is avoided, by people, even 
in that form ; i.e. they avoid what has been wetted with milk, as also what 
thas been cooked in milk ; — this is not a property of the substance used for 
■cooking ; — for instance, water is used for cooking, — and when it is prohibited 
.and oil is drunk, as there is the prohibition that ‘ water should not be 
-drunk %— one does not drink Rice-gruel or Barley -gruel (because these contain 
water). — Then again, simply because the milk is avoided even in that mixed 
form, the mixture is not regarded as ‘Milk’ itself; because the mixture is 
for the purpose of eating and as milk is treated in ordinary life so should 
it be treated in the case in question ; it is 1 this argument from similarity that 
has been indicated here.” 

S0TRA (35). 

ISiddhanta] — It cannot take in the details ; because there is 

NO ‘OFFERING’ OF IT ; AS IT HAS BEEN ENJOINED FOR THE 
PURPOSES OF THE ‘ PrANITA ’ VESSEL, AND THERE CAN BE 
NO ‘ MIXTURE ’ OF THE TWO THINGS, ON ACCOUNT 
OF THEIR NOT BEING HOMOGENEOUS. 

Bhdsya. 

The Milk in question cannot take in the details; that is to say, the 
details prescribed in connection with the Milk to be offered are not to be 
•performed in connection with the Milk in question. — “ Why ? ” — Because 
there is too offering of it ; i.e. as a matter of fact, the Milk is not offered. — 
“ But when the Rice cooked in Milk is offered, the Milk would certainly he 
•offered ; it is for this reason that it has been laid down that the Rice is to 
be cooked in Milk.” — Not so, we reply ,* the Milk is mentioned only for the 
•purpose of the cooking of the Rice; as what is required (for the offering) 
is Oooked Rice ; as without the Cooking, it is not ‘ Gharu 5 (which is what is 
to be offered) ; — and it is not the Milk that is required for being offered; 
in fact nowhere is the Milk spoken of as to be offered . — “How so?” — 
Because, as a matter of fact, it has been enjoined for the purposes of the 
Pranifd vessel — “But this interpretation involves a syntactica.1 split, on 
•which ground, it has been already rejected above, and it has also been 
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pointed out that in the case in question, the. substance that is offered is the 
mixed on© (Milk and Rice).” — Our answer to this is that there can be no 
mixture of the two things, on account of their not being homogeneous ; Milk and 
Rice are not homogeneous ; and Milk is clearly spoken of as the receptacle of 
the Rice ; — it is the Cooked Bice that is spoken of as the substance to be offered ; 
—even though the fact of the Milk being something to be offered is implied 
(by the fact of its being the substance in which the Rice has been cooked), 
yet this implication is set aside by the direct assertion (through the Locative 
Ending) of the Milk being only the receptacle of the Rice. — As regards the 
syntactical split, there is no such split involved : because the sentence would 
not be construed as ‘ payasi charuh 5 (‘ the rice in Milk’), — but as ‘ payasi 
adityah 5 (‘the offering to Aditya is in Milk’) ; so that both (‘ Rice’ and 
‘ Milk ’) would be connected with Aditya ; the whole sentence being construed 
as — 1 Adityah payasi-ddityah cliaruh so that both the words ‘ charu * 
and ‘ payah * would be related to one and the same word * Adityah ’, — and 
thus there would be a single sentence, and there would be no chance of a 
syntactical split; the meaning of the whole being that ‘ the substance offered 
to Aditya has the Milk for its receptacle — Prom all this it follows that 
the details related to the Milk to be offered are not to be performed in con- 
nection with the Milk in question. 

StJTRA (36). 

The other text would be a mere statement oe eact. 
Bhasya . 

As regards the indicative text that has been cited (under Sii.. 33) in 
support of the Purvapakqa view — ‘ Ayajusd vatsdnapakaroti apavitravati 
gdndohayati \ — this does not support the Purvapaksa view ; in fact it is 
only a statement of fact ; it only describes the well-known fact that ‘ because 
the Milk is not going to be offered, the calves are not set aside with the 
Y afuq -Mantra, nor is the cow milked in a vessel covered with the Pavitra- 
grass \ — “ But the mere statement of a fact serves no useful purpose ”. — 
The answer to this is that we are not considering whether or not it serves 
a useful purpose ; all that we are discussing is the exact signification of the 
sentence ; and what the sentence signifies is that ‘the calves are set aside 
without the use of the Yaju$-Mantra and the cow is not milked in a vessel 
covered with the Pavitra-grass * ; and both these — the Yajm-Mantra and 
. the Pavitra, — are precluded from the Milk in question simply on the ground 
of its not being meant to be offered. 

SUTRA (37), 

Or, rr may be the prohibition oe what has been 

ENJOINED. 

Bhasya. 

Or, the sentence cited may be taken as containing the prohibition of 
what has been enjoined ; in connection with some cases, it has been enjoined 
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that ‘ the calves are to be set aside with the Yajus-Mantra ; the cow is to be 
milked in a vessel covered with the Pavitra-grass ’ ; and the prohibition of 
these in connection with- the case in question serves a distinctly useful purpose. 

SUTRA (38). 

By reason of the said Prohibition, inasmuch as it poems the 

SUBORDINATE FACTOR IN THE AVOIDANCE,-— THE DRINKING OF 
MILK BY ITSELF IS DUE TO A SPECIAL CAUSE. 

Bhasya. 

It has been argued that—' “ When milk is prohibited, things sprinkled 
with milk or mixed with milk are also avoided ” ; — our answer to this is 
that in ordinary life such avoidance of things mixed with milk is only right ; 
asdt is the milk that has been prohibited ; as a matter of fact, whenever 
milk is eaten, it comes in only as a subordinate factor in the food ; and the 
prohibition of what comes in serves a distinctly useful purpose,* what does 
not come in, — the prohibition of that can serve no useful purpose. — “But 
milk is often eaten by itself ".—The answer to this is that when milk is 
eaten by itself, it is due to a special came ; i.e. milk is eaten by itself only 
by one who has taken a vow to do it, or by way of medicine ; generally it is 
not so eaten. Hence, since milk is a subordinate factor, the sense of the 
prohibition of Milk can only be that * one should not eat tilings mixed with 
milk’. 

StJTRA (39). 

It may also be treated as an observance;— as in the case 

OF THE * SMEARING \ 



Why is not the following explanation given of the Prohibition ? — It 
should he treated as an observance ; just as, when it is said that ‘ the Religious 
Student should not eat meat they avoid even the smearings of meat in the 
Ladle, — so, in the case in question also, when it is said that ‘Milk should 
not be drunk’, they would avoid also those things that are sprinkled or 
mixed with milk. 

SUTRA (40). 

But (in the case cited) what is prohibited is the taste ; 

AS IT IS A PROPERTY APPERTAINING TO THE MAN. 

Bhasya, 

But the above explanation is not the right one.— The term * vd ’ (‘ but ’) 
implies the rejection of the explanation suggested above. 

“Why (should not the explanation be accepted as right) ? ” . 
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Because the observance is a property appertaining to the Man-, that is, 
the avoidance df meat ’ by the Religions Student is meant to accomplish a 
transcendental result ; hence if one eats ever so little of it as just gives the 
taste of meat, it constitutes a transgression ; and its undesirable character 
does not depend upon the manifestation of any such visible effects as the 
-catching of cold and the like. — It is not so in the case of Milk ; hence the 
previous explanation given by us is the right one. 



Adhtcaeana (10) : At the 1 AhhyudayesU 5 the details 
connected with € what is to he offered * should he per- 
formed in connection with the i curd' and 
the * boiled milk \ 

SUTRA (41). 

At the rise of the Moon, the ‘ dissociation of the Milking- * 

SHOULD TAKE IN ITS OWN DETAILS, BECAUSE IT IS ALREADY 
IN OPERATION. 

Bhasya. 

There is the following text — ‘ Vi vd enam .... dadhamshcharum . . . 
shrte charum ’ [wherein the performance of an Isti is laid down] ; what 
form the subject-matter of the present Adhikarana are the two phrases 
occurring herein — * dadhamshcharum ’ (‘Rice cooked in curds’) and 
8 shrte charum ’ (‘ Rice cooked in boiled milk ’). 

In regard to this, there arises the following question— In connection 
with the 4 curds ’ and the * boiled milk are there to be performed all those 
details relating to the Milk offered at sacrifices — or not ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ They should not be performed ; — 
why I — became there is no offering of these,— as they have been enjoined for 
the purposes of the Pranita vessel,— and as they are not homogeneous, there 
can he no mixture of these with the Rice {Sutra 35, embodying the SiddMnta 
of, the preceding Adhikarana}. 1 ’ 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta : — The ‘milking’ 
that has been ‘dissociated’ from the particular deity, —by reason of the 
occasion of the ‘ rise (of the Moon), — should fake in all its details ; i.e. all 
the details related to the milk to be offered at sacrifices should be per- 
formed.— “Why ? ’’—Because the Milk as well as the Curd has come in 
only for the purpose of being offered and because it is for being offered, 
therefore naturally the details related to the sacrificial offering also come 
in. There are reasons why these details should come in ; whi’o there are 
none why they should be excluded. — -“ But the Curd and the Milk in question 
have been enjoined for the purpose of the Pranita vessel ”, — Nob so, we 
reply ; for if it were so then there would be a syntactical split, — one part 
declaring the fact of the ‘ Cooked Rice ’ being for the sake of the Deity, and 
the other that of the Curd and Milk being for the purpose of the ‘ Cooked 
Rice’.— “In fact the Cooked Rice is related to the Deity, and so also are the 
Curd and Milk ; and hence there is no syntactical split — ' This is not possible ; 
the previous sentence * Tredhd tapduldn vibhajet ’ has already gone before de- 
claring that ‘a division (of the Rice) should be made’ ; and then there comes 
the following sentence laying down the details of that ‘division’ — 4 Ye 
sthavisthah, etc. ’ [‘ The coarser rice being cooked in curds, for Indra- 
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Pradatr, and the finer rice cooked in boiled milk for Vimu-shipivispci ’] ; so 
that the division of Curd and Milk also should be taken as asserted. Thus, 
if the Curd and the Milk which have to be divided were asserted to be for 
the purposes of the Pranitd vessel also, then there would be syntactical 
split; — hence these two (Curd and Milk) cannot be taken as enjoined for 
the purposes of the Pranitd vessel. And when what is expressed by the 
Locative ending is not enjoined (predicated), what becomes connected with 
the Deity is what is expressed by the basic noun, on the strength of 
syntactical connection. Thus both, the Curd and the Milk, along with the 
Cooked Rice, become connected with the Deity one portion of the Cooked 
Rice, that cooked in Curd, being meant for Indra-Praddbr. When several 
kinds of tilings are divided, it is said — 1 Gems should be collected in the 
golden dish, — this will be one portion, the share of Demdatia ; gold has 
been put into the silver dish, — this is another portion, the share of Vispu- 
mitra % — it is understood that the two dishes together form two shares, on 
the ground that the sentence lays down a division, and the two dishes are 
distinct ; in this case what is signified by the Locative ending is regarded to 
be a mere reference. In the same manner, in the case in question, on the 
ground of the sentence laying down a division, —and because the Curd and 
the Milk are mentioned as distinct from one another,— it is understood that 
there is one share (for Indra-Pradatr) (consisting of the Bice cooked in Curd); 
and inasmuch as what is signified by tbe Locative ending is already 
got at by implication, it can be regarded as a mere reference (or reiteration). 
—■From all this it follows that the Curd and the Milk are meant to be offered ; 
and hence in connection with the Curd and Milk all those details should be 
performed which are connected with offering. 

SUTRA (42). 

Also because oe the injunction of the ‘ boiled 

MILK 



For the following reason also the Details connected with offering should 
be performed in connection with the Curd and the Milk, both of which are 
meant to be offered. — “ For what reason ? "—There is injunction of the 
‘Boiled Milk’ as an established entity, in the words ‘rice cooked in curd, 
rice cooked in boiled milk ’ ; — this would be possible only in the event of the 
details having been performed ; otherwise the ‘ boiling ’ would not be done 
and the ‘Boiled Milk’ could not be enjoined as an established entity. — 
For this reason also we conclude that the Details related to offerings should 
be performed in connection with the Curd and the Milk in question. 



Adhik arana (11) : At the 1 PashuJemmi-Isti \ the 6 details 
related to offerings ’ should not be performed. 

SUTRA (43). 

IN FACT, THERE SHOULD BE DISSOCIATION ; BECAUSE IT HAS BEEN 
ENJOINED FOR ANOTHER PURPOSE, — LIKE THE COOKED 

Rice and Milk. 

Bhasya. 

There is the PasJmkdtna-Ispi laid down in the following text — ‘ Yah 
pashukdmah sydt so'mdvdsydmistvd vatsdnapakurydt ; . . . ye ksodisfkd- 
stdnagnaye sanimate ' stdkapdlawvwrvapet, ye madhyamastdn vis nave shipi- 
mstdya shrte charum, ye sthavisthdstdnmdrdya pradatre dadhamshckarum ’ 
One who desires offspring should set aside the calves after having offered 
the Darsha sacrifice; .. . of the finer grains he should make a cake baked 
upon eight pans and offer it to Agni-sanimat ■ the middle-sized rice-grains 
he should cook in boiled milk and offer it to Visnu-shipivista ; the coarser 
grains of rice he shall cook in curd and offer it to Indra-Pradatr The 
expressions ' dadhani charum 5 (‘ rice cooked in curd ’) and ‘ shrte charum * 
(‘rice cooked in boiled milk’) form the subject-matter of the present 
enquiry. 

In regard to these, there arises the question— In connection with the 
Curd and the Milk, — should, or should not, one perform those details relating 
to Milk which have been prescribed in regard to Milk to be offered 1 

The Purvapaksa view is that — “ in accordance with the conclusion of the 
foregoing Adhilcarana, the details in question should be performed ; as the 
Vedic text is similar in both cases; and here also the ‘boiled milk* has 
been mentioned as a well-established entity ; all this can be explained only 
if there are details related to the offering 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta : — In fact, there should 
be dissociation of the details ; because in the case in question, the Milk has 
been enjoined for another purpose, not for the purpose of being offered ; as 
is clear from the use of the Locative Ending ; — as in the case of the ‘ Cooked 
Bice and Milk' '•/; just as in the ease of the Prdyaniya-charu (dealt with under 
Adhikarana 9) the details relating to Milk to be offered are not performed 
in connection with the Milk,— on the ground of the presence of the Locative 
•Ending,— similarly should it be in the ease in question also. 

SUTRA (44). 

The mention of ‘ Boiled Milk ’ is for the purpose of indication. 

BMsya . 

It has been argued that “ the Boiled Milk has been mentioned as a 
well-established entity ”, — That does not affect our position ; the ‘ boiling ' 
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spoken of will indicate the substance ; in fact the ‘ boiling * is already implied 
in the term ‘ Cooked Rice ’ itself ; hence the 1 boiling * serves only to indicate- 
the substance related to the boiling ; — the sense being ‘the nee is cooked 
in a substance which is boiling From all this it follows that in the caso 
in question, the details relating to the Milk to be offered should not bo 
performed. 



Adhikarana (12) : In connection with the 15 mixings ’ at 
the Jyotistoma sacrifice , the details relating to ‘ things 
to he offered ’ should not he performed. 

SOTRA (45). 

[PCravAPAKSA]— “ Inasmuch as it is something new, the ‘ Mixings • 

SHOULD BE TAKEN AS ENJOINED FOB THE PURPOSE OF BEING 
OFFEBED.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Jyotistoma, we read — ‘ Payasd maitrdvarunam 
shnndti, saMubhirmanihinam, dhanabhirhdriyojanam, hiranyena shukram, 

djyena pdtnivatam 5 f ‘ He mixes with Milk the cup dedicated to M itramruna, 

with flour, that dedicated to Manikin, — with fried grains, that dedicated to 
Hariyojana, — with gold, that dedicated to Shuhra, — with clarified butter, 
that dedicated to Patnivat ’].* 

In regard to this, there arises the question— Are the details relating 
things to be offered to be performed in connection with these * mixings ’ — ■ 
or not ? 

Question — “Why should there be any doubt in this matter ? ” 

Answer — If these ‘ mixings ’ are meant to be offered, then the details 
should be performed ; if they are not meant to be offered, then they should 
not be performed. ' 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows ; — “ The mixings 
are meant to be offered, and hence the details relating to things to be offered 
should be performed. As a matter of fact, the mixing brings about two 
results — (1) the Soma- juice becomes mixed with the milk (and other things), 
and (2) when the mixture is offered as a libation, the milk also becomes 
connecteC.with the libation offered ; — when the Soma-juice becomes mixed 
with milk, we do not perceive any benefit conferred on the Soma-juice by 
being mixed with the milk ; while if the milk becomes connected with the 
offering, there is a benefit brought to the offering, in the form of its being 
accomplished. If the mixing is done with the view that the substance 
mixed should become connected with the offering, — then the Mixing is 
found to be of use through the visible benefit ; — it being declared that 1 when 
an offering is made with milk, it becomes highly efficacious \ On the other 
hand, in the other ease (if the mixing were taken as meant only for mixing 
the Soma with the other substance), it would be necessary to assume a 
benefit conferred on the Soma by the mixing [and such a benefit could only 
be something imperceptible, transcendental]. Hence the conclusion is that 
when the Soma-juice is mixed with milk, it is done- only with the view that 
the mixture may be connected with the injunction of the acttral act of 
offering. At the original sacrifice itself, there is no mixing (of Soma) with 
14 - 
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any other substance ; therefore the milk in question cannot be taken as 
enjoined in place of that other substance, — because the Soma is something 
new.—Vvom. all this it follows that the Milk should be regarded as enjoined 
for the purpose of being offered ; and hence the details connected with 
the Milk to be offered should be performed.” 

SUTRA (46). 

[Seddhanta] — In reality, it should be taken as a secondary 

FACTOR, SERVING THE PURPOSE OF ‘ MIXING \ 

Bhasya. 

The term ‘ va 5 (‘in reality ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above. 

In fact, the Milk .should be taken as a secondary factor, subordinate 
to the Soma ; — not as a substance to be offered ; because it has not been 
mentioned as something, to be offered ; in fact, it lias been spoken of merely 
as something subserving the purposes of the Soma. 

SUTRA (47). 

Also because ft is not mentioned. 

Bhasya. 

As a matter of fact, the Milk is not connected with either the Libation 
or the Injunction of the Performance. — That it is not mentioned ■ (as to be 
so connected) is clear from the fact, that it serves a different purpose alto- 
gether. Even though the Milk may be actually seen to be thrown into the 
fire (along with Soma-juice), yet, it is not by the Milk that the sacrificial 
offering is accomplished ; it is only when the substance is directly connected 
with a Deity that the giving becomes an ‘ offering ’ ; — and in the case in 
question there is no direct connection between the Milk and the Deity 
the declaration is that ‘ one takes up the cup dedicated to Mitra-Varuna \— 
not ‘the Milk dedicated to Mitra-Varuna ’. — Thus there being no visible 
purpose served by the Milk, some imperceptible embellishment of the Soma 
is assumed as brought about by the mixing (of the Milk) ; consequently the 
Details related to what is to be offered are not to be performed in the case 
in question. 

SUTRA (48). 

Also because, the Vedic text also makes the Soma the 

PREDOMINANT FACTOR. 

Bhd§ya . 

For the following reason also the Milk should he regarded as subserving 
the purposes of the Soma “ For what reason ? 27is Vedic text makes 
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the Soma the predominant factor ; because of the use of the Accusative Ending 
(in the word that stands for Soma ) ; which clearly shows that it is the Soma 
that is the most desired as to be accomplished by means of the * mixing \ 

SUTRA (49). 

Thebe is also a declamatory assertion to the same 

EFFECT. 

Bhdsya. 

There is a declamatory assertion also to the effect that the ‘ Mixing ’ 
is for the sake of the Soma — ‘ Sa mitro'bravit payasaiva me somam skrinan ’ 
Mitra said mix up the Soma for me with milk ’] ; and he did not say ‘ they 
should offer 'milk to me ’ ; all that he said means * they should embellish 
the Soma with milk — From this also it follows that the * mixing ' is for 
the sake of the Soma. 

SUTRA (50). 

Also because it is pound along with Embellishments. Fob these 

REASONS THE SOMA SHOULD BE REGARDED AS THE PRE- 
DOMINANT FACTOR. 



The text speaking of the ‘mixings’ occurs along with Embellishments ; 
that is, the assertions * Mixes with milk the cup dedicated to Mitra- VaruTia * 
and the rest occur where there are texts speaking of Embellishments ; and 
inasmuch as this ‘mixing’ is found spoken of in a context dealing mostly 
with Embellishments, it follows that it also is an Embellishment. Such a 
notion frequently follows the fact of a certain context dealing preponderat- 
ingly with one sort of thing ; for instance, when a certain writing is found 
along with a large number of fine writings, it also comes to he regarded as 
fine. 

From all this it follows that the Mixing is not to be connected with 
the details relating to what is to be offered. 



Adhikarana (13) : At the AshvamMha- Sacrifice , the text 

1 Ishdndya parasvatah, etc. ’ lays down a distinct 
‘ sacrifice \ 

SUTRA (51). 

[PtJRVAPAKSA] — “ The intention must be that those that have been 
‘sanctified’ should be let loose; as in the case of 
‘ DEPOSITING 

Bhasya, 

In connection with the Ashvamedhp, it is declared — * fshdnaya parasvata 
alabheta ’ [‘ One should do the alambha of wild animals for Ishana ’] ; and 
in reference to the same, it is added — ‘ Paryagnikrtaimranydn utsrjanti r 
[‘ They give up the wild animals after they have been sanctified ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is the alambha of the wild 
animals to be done only for the purpose of giving them away [‘ alambha y 
in this case meaning touching ] ? — Or does ' giving away ’ stand only for the 
omission of the rest of the Rites,- — the meaning being that ‘ those that: .have 
been embellished with the rites ending with sanctification should be given 
(offered) (without the subsequent rites being performed) [in this case ‘ alam- 
bha ’ standing for actual sacrificing ] ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows • — t: What is 
enjoined here is the giving up of the thing, and the alambha, i.e. * touching’, 
also is only for the purpose of giving up. — How so ? — By this interpretation, 
the (second) sentence lays down the giving tip which has not been enjoined 
elsewhere and thus speaks of it by Direct Assertion ; otherwise (under the 
other interpretation) it would only be reiterating the giving away, which 
has been already enjoined (in the first sentence) ; and it would be only 
the affix which could speak of the ‘ prohibition ’ (omission of the remaining 
rites) as indicated by Syntactical Connection ; — and Direct Assertion is 
more authoritative than Syntactical Connection. Under the circumstances, 
the connection of the animals with the Deity would rest only in their being 
touched ; the sense of the two sentences being— ‘ The wild animals should 
be touched with reference to Ishana, and after the rite of sanctification has 
been performed, they should be given up (let go)’. — As in the case of 
‘ depositing ’ ; i,e. there is the text — ‘ Etat Ichalu saksadannam ya esa 
charuh — ya enam charumupadadhdti * [‘ Cooked Rice is verily food itself ; — 
he who deposits this cooked rice, etc. ’] ; where the Cooked Rice is secured 
only for being deposited ; — similarly in the case in question also, the 
Toudwng of the wild animals should be only for beiilff given up 
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{SlDDHANTA]— -I n REALITY, IT IS THE PROHIBITION OP THE REST; AS 
(OTHERWISE) THERE WOULD BE NO SENSE ; — JUST AS IN THE 
CASE OF THE EXPRESSION ‘ IDANTA 

Bhdsya. 

In reality, what is asserted in this sentence is the prohibition of the 
rest of the rites. — “ How so ? ” — As, otherwise, there would be no sense ; i.e. 
the sentence ‘ Ishdndya parasvata alabheta ’ would have no sense at all, 
if the ‘ dlambha ’ (here spoken of) were only for the purpose of - giving up \ 
— “ Why ? ” — Because in that case, at the time of the ‘ dlambha 7 itself, 
the Adhvaryu priest would know that the animals are not going to be offered 
to Ishdncii — and knowing this, he would have no such determination as 
that 6 these should be got hold of for being offered to Ishdna ’ ; hence 
what the sentence expresses being impossible to do, it becomes useless ; 
because the determination can only be in the form that ‘ these animals are 
to be offered to Ishdna 1 ; hence it follows -that what is enjoined by the 
term ‘ dlambha’ is the act of offering itself; — and when the act of offering 
*s what is enjoined, the second sentence — 5 Paryagmkrtdn utsrjantV — can be 
taken only as laying down a particular detail in reference to the ‘ giving 
up’, — the idea conveyed being that ‘ they give up (i.e. offer) the animals 
in this manner (i.e. after the performance of the “ Paryagni ” sanctification, 
without waiting for the performance of the other rites) \ 

Question — “ What is tine particular detail that is laid down ? Is it the 
time for the Paryagni-sanctification — the. idea being that they give away 
the animal at such and such a time ? ” 

Not so, we reply. There is no word in the text signifying time. And 
if time were enjoined, then it would mean the preclusion of another time, 
not of other details. 

“Then, does the sentence enjoin that the thing should bo given away 
after the Farg/ag?w-sanetification has been done ? ” 

Even this is not so ; it is not the bringing about of the Paryagni-sanctiji- 
cation that is asserted here ; if that were so, then, that would preclude all 
other details, those preceding as well as those following the Paryagni - 
sdncHfication. 

“ What then is it that is asserted ? ” 

It is that ‘ it should be given away as soon as the Paryagni-sanctification 
has been done \ 

“ Does it mean that it should be given away in that condition ? ** 

No, we reply; the idea is obtained from the General Law itself that 
the -animal should be given away in that condition. The word too is not 
expressive of the preclusion of other conditions (of the animals). In fact, 
if the animal is given away at the time indicated by the General Law, then 
it is one which has passed through the Paryagni-sanctification. If it meant 
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a preclusion of other conditions, then what would be precluded would-be 
those det&ils that come after the Paryagni and before the giving away , — 
not those that come after the giving away. 

“ What then is the meaning of the sentence ? ” 

That the animal should be given up exactly as it becomes, on the per- 
formance of the Paryagni-sanctification. 

“ But the animal as having the said sanctification performed over it 
is already indicated by the General Law itself.” 

The answer to this is that the fact of the said sanctification appertaining 
to the animal has been reiterated in this sentence, for the purpose of pre- 
cluding the other details; the meaning being that the animal should be 
given up after only those details have been performed over it which end 
with the Paryagni-sanctification : so that the (other) details that would come 
in under the General Law become excluded — and no other details are 
performed. 

“ But how can the words of the sentence preclude these other details ? ” 

They can do so, we reply. 

“ How ? ” 

When all the needs of the Principal Act have been met by the 
details directly laid down by the sentence (i.e. those ending with Paryagni), 
its connection with the other details indicated by the General Law, which 
can. only he indirect, rehiains no longer possible. 

Prom all this it follows that the sentence in question precludes the 
subsequent rites. 


SUTRA (53). 

Inasmuch as thebe is a wobd with an antecedent, the tebm 

* SAMSTHAPAYATI * COMPLETES ’) WOULD BE INEXPLICABLE 
IE THE SACRIFICE HAD NOT COMMENCED. 



There is a word with an antecedent, i.e. preceded by the commencement 
of the sacrifice, — in the form of the text ‘ Ajyena sliesam samsthapayati ’ 
('Completes the rest with clarified butter’); it is only if the sacrifice has 
been commenced that the term ‘completes’ — which connotes finishing — 
can have any sense ; this sacrifice becoming similar to the other sacrifice, 
through its completion. If there had been no sacrifice commenced already, 
— and there were only the giving vp oi the animals, -^then this would not 
be similar to any other sacrifice, through completion, and in that case, the 
term * completes ’ would have no sense.— -From this also it follows that 
there is preclusion of the rest of the rites. 
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AS THEY ABE PROMPTED BY THE SACRIFICE, IF THERE WERE NO SACRIFICE, 

THERE WOULD BE NO PERFORMANCE OF THE RlTES OF EM- 
BELLISHMENT ; AS THESE ARE PERFORMED ONLY FOR THE 
SAKE OF SACRIFICES ; —JUST AS WHEN THERE ARE 
NO PRAYlJAS, THERE IS NO TAKING UP OF 

the Clarified Butter. 

Bhasya. 

This Sutra explains the purpose (of the present discussion). 

If the mere giving up of the iking were taken as enjoined (and no 
sacrifice), then there xoould he no performance of the rites of embellishment . — 
‘.‘Why?” — Because the prompting of the embellishments is due to the 
sacrifice ; so that if there were no sacrifice, why should the rites of embellish- 
ment be performed? Because they are always prompted by sacrifices, 
ifiisfc as when there . are no Prayafas, the Clarified Butter to be used at them 
is not taken up,— Le. there is ho taking tip of the Clarified Butter, That is to 
say, in those cases in regard -te which it has been declared that ‘they are 
without Prayajas and without Ameyafas ’, — as the Prayajas are not there, 
the Clarified Butter to be used at them is not taken up ; — similarly in the 
case in question, the Rites of embellishment would not be performed. 

SUTRA (55). 

There must be performance (of the Rites) — when there is pre- 
clusion ; otherwise non-performance would be subversive 

OF THE WHOLE. 

Bhasya. 

Question — “ Even if we accept the view that the sentence in question 
precludes the rest of the Rites, — even then, would the Rites of Embellishment 
be not performed ? ” 

Not so ; under the view of the preclusion of the rest, there would 
certainly be the performance of the Rites of Embellishment ; because in 
that ca.se, there is a sacrifice, and hence all the details of the sacrifice should 
be performed; — if there were no sacrifice, then alone would there be non- 
performance of the embellishments, and this would be subversive of the 
whole ; — as a matter of fact, however, under the said view, the sacrifice is 
there hence all the embellishments have to he performed under the 
view that the sentence in question asserts the preclusion of the rest of the 
rites. 



Adht&abana (14) : The sentence ‘ Ajyena shesam sam - 
sthdpayati ’ lays down a distinct sacrificial act. 

SUTRA (56). 

[Pff RVAPAK§ A. — COTl&inued] — “The performance with Clarified 

BUTTER SHOULD BE REGARDED AS A SUBSTITUTE, BECAUSE 
THERE IS GIVING AWAY OF THE THING . 1 

Bhdsya. 

There is the text ‘ Paryagnikrtam p&tnivatamutsrjati ’ [‘ Gives away the 
Pdtnivata which has had the Paryagni-sanctification performed ’] ; and in 
connection with this, there is the further declaration-—* Ajyena shesam 
mmsthapayati ’ [‘ Completes the rest with Clarified Butter ’]. 

In regard to tins, there arises the question — Is the Clarified Butter to 
be regarded as a substitute at the Rite that has gone before 1 — Or does the 
second sentence lay down a totally distinct Rite with Clarified Butter as the 
substance ? 

- On this question, the Purvapak?a view is as follows : — “ It should be 
regarded as a substitute. — Why ?— The term * p&tnivata •’ signifies a 
certain tiling ; — the term lutsrjati ’ (‘gives away’) lays down the giving 
away of that thing the term ‘' shesam ’ (‘ the rest ’) denotes what remains 
after certain things have been used; .so that when it is declared that ‘One 
completes the rest with Clarified Blitter what is done is that Clarified 
Butter becomes declared as to be used in place of the animal (which has 
been given away). — ‘ But it has been said that the preceding Rite has been 
finished’. — -The answer to that is that, there being the clear assertion of the 
giving away of the thing, — and the term ‘rest * being still unexplained, — 
it is suspected that the preceding Rite has hot been finished ; aud it is for this 
reason that the Clarified Butler has been laid down as a substitute ; — such 
is our idea ; specially as the term * samsthdpayati ’ (‘ completes ’) cannot be 
applicable to an absolutely fresh Rite.” 

SUTRA (57). 

[PfiRVAPAK§A — concluded ] — “ Because the text speaks of 
‘ Completion 

Bhasya. 

“ The above idea of ours is supported by the following consideration, 
also: — The term ‘ samsthdpayati ’ speaks of completion ; from which we 
conclude that * the Rite that was originally commenced with the animal , is 
completed by means of Clarified Butter, after the animal has » been given 
away ’.—If the latter were a fresh rite, then it would be necessary to find 
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■■a previous declaration' regarding its commencement.; as a matter of fsiet, 
however, without making any mention of the commencemenVthe text goes 
•on to speak of the completion ; from this we conclude that the ‘ completion ’ 
•spoken of is that of a previous rite, and it is not a fresh rite that is 
^mentioned.” ' 

. . StJTBA (58). ' . 

^Sidbhanta]-— In reality, it must .be regarded as the injunction 

OF A FRESH’ RITE ; BECAUSE THE PRECEDING RITE HAS BEEN 
FINISHED ; SPECIALLY AS IT IS NOT DIFFERENT 
FROM OTHERS. 

Bhasya., 

Jn reality, it should be taken as the injunction of a distinct Rite. — 
'Why 1— Became the preceding rite has been finished . — “ But it lias been 
-explained (under Su. 56) that there being the clear assertion of giving 
-away, and the term ‘ rest ’ being still unexplained, it is suspected that the 
.preceding rite has not been finished ’’.—The answer to that is as follows ; — ■ 
Both these (grounds of suspicion) are thus removed— (A) The verb 
emhsthapayati 5 (‘ completes ’) is connected with the original term 

s pdtmvata * ; the sense thus is that * he completes the Pdtnlvata offering ’ ; 
-so that it is a saarificial-offering that is enjoined here. The word * samsthd- 
payati ’ is derived from the causal root ‘ sthdpa ’ with, the prefix ‘sum’; 
—when it is necessary to use some such root with the prefix ‘ sam ’ as may 
be expressive of the ‘ bhavand ’ (activity),— and when this bhavand comes to 
.be expressive, the particular root used is ‘ samsthdpayati ’ which is not in- 
•compatible with the context ; just in the same way as the root * dlabhati ’ 
has been used in the previous sentence. — (B) As for the term ‘ she§a ’ (‘rest ’), 
:it has been used through similarity (between the two acts expressed by the 
two roots 1 dlabhati' and Samsthdpayati ’).— Lastly, as for the ‘ giving away 
•of the thing there is nothing in it that is incompatible with the sacr’ificial- 
nq ffering that is spoken of. Prom all this we conclude that just as other 
vmlw — Uke** Nirmpati* offers ’) and the like— are used for the enjoining 

•of distinct rites, so also is the verb 4 samsthdpayati ’ in the present instance ; 
spmkMy aa- U is not different from the others. 

• StJTRA (59). 

It i& for vms reason that the text 1 ".indicates the well-known 

, * NON-SACRmCIAIi CHARACTER ’ OF THE YANA3FATI- OFFERING . 

Bha§ya. 

It is for this reason that there is a text speaking of the 'weU-kmwn 
non-sacrificial character ’ of the Vanasp^i-offmng^^Mo-w t ’’—The text 
as as follows—-^ Yat tvatfdmftcha mwapatimdv&k^^yatha vainau ycb— 
Jcqyasi tvastri navami pmydjlfyd mnaspatyd daffmnfSlmimitmnatau vidyM * 
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where it said that the Vanaspati-offering is helped in its completion by 
another subsidiary detail ; and this indicates the absence of the Vanaspati- 
offering ; — when the rest of it is finished, then alone we have the words 
‘ offers the Vanaspati-Iibation If the previous offering had been finished, 
then it would have disappeared ; and then alone would it be justifiable to 
indicate its absence. Hence the conclusion must be that the previous 
offering has been finished, and the second offering is ah entirely distinct act. 

SOTRA (60). 

It has been spoken oe as ‘ Samsthapayati ’ because of 

THE HETTY BEING THE SAME. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued (by the Purvapakpin ) that — “ The use of the verb 
‘ mmsthdpayati ’ would not be justifiable if it were a distinct act” ; — this 
has got to be refuted. Our answer is as follows : — The name ‘ aamstha * 
(‘completion’) has been applied here to what is not really a ‘ aamstha ’ 
(completion ) ; and the rite has the semblance of being a completion (con- 
tinuation) of the preceding rite of the Pdtnlvata, on the ground of the deity 
being the same in both cases. Thus it is on the basis of this similarity 
that the term ‘ aamstha * has been used. 


End of Pdda iv of Adhydya IX . 


End of Adhydya IX. 


ADHYAYA X. 

PlDA I. 

Adhikabana (1) : Those details of the Archetypal Sacrifice 
whose need is no lo'nger there should, not he performed 
at the Mctypal Sacrifice. 

SOTRA (1). 

[POrvapak§a] — “ Inasmuch as the entire procedure is TRANS- 
FERRED TO THE OTHER CONTEXT, ALL. THE DETAILS SHOULD BE 
PERFORMED*” 

Bha$ya. 

The subject of ‘ Modification- 1 0ka) has been dealt with in the pre- 
ceding discourse’; we are now going to deal with ‘Exclusion’ Badha ’) 
and ‘ Inclusion ’ (‘ Abhyuchchaya ’). When one idea that has been con- 
ceived as ‘ this is so ’ is, on other grounds, said to be * wrong \ it is a case 
of * Badha ’ (Exclusion, Annulment) ; — and when the idea that * this is 
here ’ is accompanied by the idea * this other thing also is here it is a case 
of ‘ Abhyuchchaya * (Inclusion, Combination, Aggregation). 

The question that is considered first of all is — [When the details of the 
Archetype are ‘transferred’ to the Ectype by virtue of the General Law 
that ‘ the Ectype is to be .performed like the Archetype], are all the details 
of the Archetype to be -performed at the Ectype 1 Or is there something 
that is to be excluded ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows Inasmuch as 
the entire procedure, — of the Archetype — is transferred to the other context — i.e. 
to the Ectype,— without any distinction,— it follows that any and every 
detail that appertains to the Archetype is to be performed at the Ectype, — ■ 
even those for whom the need may have disappeared.— Why so ? — Because 
the direct assertion makes all the details applicable to the Ectype ; and no 
burden is too heavy for Direct Assertion. — ‘ How do you know that .there 
is such a Direct Assertion ? ’—The entire body of details pertaining to the 
Archetype'is required, — by. way of a supplementary declaration, — by all the 
injunctions bearing upon the Ectype ; so that all this becomes connected with 
the injunction bearing upon the Ectype ini the same manner as it does with 
that of the Archetype; and there is no distinction between the two cases. 
Hence in the case of the Kr^ruUas ( gold pieces, that are used as the offering 
substance at an Ectype, in the place of cakes), just as cooking is' done (as 
is going to be established under Su. 10. 2. 1-2), — even though it cannot serve 
the same purpdse at the Ectype that it serves at the Archetype, — so also 
should the threshing and other details be done, even though all this also 
Cannot serve the purpose at the Ectype that it serves at the Archetype.” 
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SUTRA (2). 

tSxDDHiNTA]— I n REALITY, EC IS ONLY WHEN -THE NEED IS THERE THAT 

THE ‘ MANTRA THE * EMBELLISHMENT ’ AND THE ‘ SUBSTANCE ' 

ABE TO BE EMPLOYED ; AS ALL THESE ABE FOR THAT 
PURPOSE. 

Bhasya. 

The phrase l api m’ (‘in reality’} signifies the rejection of the above 
view. 

It is not right that all the details of the Archetype should be performed 
.•at the Ectype ; in. fact, in some eases, 1 the Mantra or the Embellishment 
or the Substance’ become excluded, when its need has ceased. — “Why 
so,? ”— -As a matter of fact, the Mantra or the Embellishment or the 
Substance is used only when there is need for it,. not when there is no need; 
because everyone of those is enjoined as to be used for the purpose of 
something else, never for itself. ■ 

“ It has been already explained that even when the need for an act has 
ceased, the act is done, on the strength of Vedic texts ; for instance, the 
cooking is done to gold-pieces (though there is no need for cooking in their 
case).” . ' . < . , 

There is no Vedic text laying' down the use of what is not needed. As 
.a matter of $»ct, the Eetype is not syntactically connected with those 
• subsidiary $etail$ that appertain to the Arehetype ; the idea derived is not 
that ‘ the desired result should be obtained by the performance of the Ectypal 
.sacrifice — how ? — by means of the subsidiary details of the Archetype * ; 
the idea really is that * the result is to be obtained by the performance of the 
Ectype, just as it was obtained by that of the Archetype ’. 

“ How so ? ” 

What is needed for the' Result is a particular functioning of the 
-sacrifice, not merely Punctioning in general. In reference to the Archetype, 
this * functioning of the. sacrifice ’ is found to be set forth and recapitulated 
in the declaration of the entire procedure ; and it can therefore he sought 
after * and is capable of being sought after, to supply a real need. If the 
■subsidiary details also were sought after, in connection with the Ectype, 
any particular functioning of the sacrifice could not be sought after. Other- 
wise there" would he indirect indication. For ins tance, when it is said * he 
fights with the stick’, the words do not express the form of the man with 
.ike stick ; if there were need for the indication of the man, then the words 
would he able to do that indicating. In the same manner, in the case in 
■question, in the event of the subsidiary details being sought after (in re- 
lation to the Ectype), the words do not express that special character 
of the sacrifice which consists in its having those details, — ‘though it is 
.got at by indirect indication ; and if there were such an* indication, 
then the direct signification of the words would have to be rejected. If 
d;hen, a view to save the words from being rejected, the special 
functioning of the sacrifice were not sought ■aftw«--^b>^' -the'" 
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details themselves would be sought after. • In that case, when there would 
be a seeking for the method of procedure of the Ectype, — the injunctive 
word would remain there with its needs unfulfilled ; — the subsidiary details 
also would stand in need of another procedure ; — the implied procedure of 
the Archetype would have to be abandoned, — and it would be necessary to 
admit the impossible syntactical connection between the Eetypal sacrifice 
and those details of the Archetype which serve some useful purpose at the 
performance of the Ectype. And all this is most unreasonable. For these 
reasons, the sentence is interpreted to mean that ‘the result should be 
accomplished by means of the Ectype in the same way in which it is accom- 
plished by means of the Archetype ’. 

“ What if it is so ? 99 

If it is so, then the effect of it is as follows : — Those details which are per- 
formed at the Archetype for the fulfilling of a certain need do not become 
enjoined in reference to the Ectype, if there is no need for them at this latter. 
Hence the conclusion is that the General Law does not lay down the per- 
formance at the Ectype of those details of the Archetype of which the need 
has ceased. 

SUTRA (3). 

Also because they are not directly enjoined, 

Bhasya. 

It has been argued that — “ Just as in connection with the gold-pieces, 
though the original need for it has ceased, yet the cooking is done to them, 
on the strength of a Vedic text,— so would other similar details also be 
performed”. — That cannot be ; because the cooking done to the gold-pieces 
is not by virtue of the General Law (relating to the Archetype and Ectype) ; 
it is directly laid down by a Vedic text —Ghrte ahrapayati * (‘Cooks the 
gold-pieces in Clarified Butter’). This text does not speak of the cooking 
as serving the purpose that it serves at the Archetype ; in fact, on the 
strength of the text, the cooking is taken as serving some transcendental 
purpose. If the direct text were not there, then * on the ground of their being 
not directly enjoined the cooking also would not have been done (to the 
gold-pieces).— Thus the citing of the analogy of the ‘ Cooking ’ is not right. 

“What is the purpose served by this discussion ? Which too is the 
Ectype that serves as. the example ? ” 

(a) Somewhere we read in the Veda (in connection with the Ectype)— - 
‘ Svayanditam varhirbhavati 9 [‘ The grass used is that which has fallen 
down by itself ; by virtue of this the substance used at the Archetype 
(viz. Kusha-grass specially lopped for the purpose) becomes excluded 
(there being no need for it). — (6) Similarly, there is the text ‘ Svayamkfta 
vedirbhavati 9 [' The altar is self-made i.e. in its natural state] ; by virtue 
of which all the .details of cleaning, digging and marking become excluded 
(as there is no need for them). — (c) Lastly, there is the text ‘ Svayamshirna 
shakhd bhavati 9 [‘ The branch to be used is that which has become tom off 
by itself 9 ], by virtue of which the sword (for the cxitting of the Branch). 
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becomes excluded [there. being no need for it]. — The Mantras too that are 
connected with these details become excluded from the Ectype. 


Or, the Sutras (1-3) may be taken as representing the following 
Adhikarana. 

Adhikakana (2) (the second interpretation of Sutras 1-3) : 
Threshing is not to be done in connection with the 
gold-pieces. 

SUTRA (1). 

[PffB,vAPAK9A] — “ Inasmuch as the entire procedure is TRANS- 
FERRED TO THE OTHER CONTEST, ALL THE DETAILS SHOULD 
BE PERFORMED.” 

Bhdsya. 

There is the ‘ Charu-qffering ’ to Prajdpati laid down in the text — 
* Prdjdpatyam charum nirvapet shatakrsnalam aymJcdmah ’ [‘One desiring 
longevity should offer Gharu in the shape of a Hundred-gold-pieces to 
Prajapati’]. 

Taking this as a special ease falling under the preceding Adhikarana, 
we proceed to consider the question — Should ‘ Threshing ’ be done to the 
gold pieces— or not ? 

The Purvapaksa -view is as follows— “ Inasmuch as the entire procedure 
is transferred to the other Context , all the details should be performed ; hence 
‘ Threshing ’ should be done to the gold-pieces, just as ‘ Cooking ’ is done 
to them 

SUTRA (2). 

[SiddhInta] — In reality, it is only when the need is there that 
the Mantra, the Embellishment and the Substance are 

TO BE EMPLOYED ; AS ALL THESE ARE FOR THAT 
PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

The Siddhdntav iew is that the ‘threshing ’ should not be done to the 
gold-piecee. 
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ADHYAYA X, PAD A I, ADHIKARANA (2). 

SUTRA (3), 

Also because they are not directly enjoined. 

Bhdsya . 

This refutes the argument that has been urged (by the other party). 


Or, the Sutras 1-3 may be taken as representing the following 
Adhikarana : — 

Adhikarana (3) : [The third interpretation of Sutras 

1—3 ] — At the 1 Charu-ojfering 5 to Vishvedevas, the 
1 invocation ’ to Visnu is to be excluded, 

SUTRA (1). 

[Pdrvapaksa] — “ Inasmuch as the entire procedure is trans- 
ferred TO THE OTHER CONTEXT, ALL THE DETAILS SHOULD 



Bhdsya. 


There is the text— 4 Vaishvademm charum nirvapet bhratrvyavan ; 
tam varhisadam Jcrtva. shaniyaya sphyena vyuhet idamahamamuhchd- 
muncha vyuhdmiti yam dviayat tam dhyayet, yadadho'vamrdyeta yachcha 
sphya ashlisyet tad visrt,ava iirukramdydvadyei ' f‘ A man who has enemies 
should offer Cooked Rice to the Vishvedevas : having deposited it on the 
Kusha -grass, he should collect it with the Shamyd or the Sphya, saying 
the words idam ahamamuhcha vyuhdmi ; and he should think of the person 
whom he wishes to injure ; what falls on the ground, or remains attached to the 
Sphya , that he should offer to Visnu -urukrarna [At the said offering 

to the Vishvedevas, a Mantra is recited invoking the Deity; the subsequent 
offering to Visnu-urukrama has for its Archetype the said offering to 
Vishvedevas.] 

In regard to tins the question that arises is — Is the deity Visiiu-umkrama 
to be invoked — or not [in the manner in which the Vishvedevas are invoked 
at the original sacrifice] ? 

On this question, the Purvapatya view is as follows — “Inasmuch as 
the entire procedure is transferred to the other Context, all the details should 
be performed ; — hence the Deity should be invoked ”. 

Objection — ‘ It is just possible that no cooked rice may remain 
attached, to the Sphya, or none of it may fall on the ground; and in that 
ease, as there would be nothing to offer to Vi§nu-urukrama, the invocation 
of that deity, if done, would be entirely purposeless. — Nor would it be right 
on the strength of the text quoted, to smear the rice to the Sphya or to 


let it fall on the ground, intentionally ; because either the smeared or the 
fallen Rice has not been enjoined as to be obtained or secured. Nor again 
is the offering to Visnu -urukrama an act meant to serve a useful purpose - r 
it is only a method of disposing of what may be smeared in the Sphya or 
dropped on the ground ; there is also a visible purpose served by this, in 
the shape of the cleaning of the Sphya by the removal of the Rice smeared 
in it. In the other view, it would be necessary to assume a transcendental 
result following from the offering. — It may be urged that a transcendental 
result following from the offering will have to be assumed in any ease. — 
True, it will have to be assumed as following from the sacrifice, — but only 
through the disposal of the substanee in the said manner.’ . 

“ Our answer to the above is as follows Even when there is no need 
for it, the detail must be performed; just as Gool&ing is done to the gold- 
pieces. — Then again, it is quite possible that some rice may be smeared in 
the Sphya, or fall on the ground ; and in that case, if there has been no- 
invocation of the Deity, the offering would be defective. Hence people who 
are careful should always invoke the Deity ; because (in case the invocation 
has not been done) if the rice should become smeared in the Sphya or drop 
on the ground, — it would not do to perform the invocation at that time, 
when its subsidiary, condition (time) would be absent ; as a matter of fact, 
it is only when the Deity is remembered at the right time that it takes its 
proper place, — not if it is remembered at a time subsequent to its right time ; 
as at such a time the remembrance, if done, could be only for some special 
purpose, and would be without the proper Mantra. — If the Sphya does not 
become smeared with the rice,— -or if no rice drops on the groixnd, — there 
would be nothing lost if the invocation has been done. — It would not be 
right to entertain the idea that— ‘Just as the King or the Minister or the 
Brahmana, having been invited for being honoured and served, if the honour 
• or service is pot rendered, he regards himself to have been ill-treated and it 
is feared that he would injure the in viter, —the same may be feared of the 
Deity also (if it is invoked and no offering is made to it).’ — Because as a 
matter of fact, at the sacrifice, the Deity is not actually invited (called), — 
nor on being invited, will it take the offering to itself, or be satisfied with 
it, and on being satisfied, become pleased, and on being pleased will bestow 
the reward on the performer; — that all this. is not ho has been established 
vmder Adhydya IX (9. 1. 6 et seq.). — Hence there would be no harm at all 
if the Deity were invoked and no offering made to it.” 

SUTRA (2). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, it is only when the need is there that 
the Mantra, the Embellishment and the Substance are 

TO BE EMPLOYED ; AS ALL THESE ARE EOR THAT 
PURPOSE. 

Ehasya. 

The phrase ‘ api va ’ (‘in reality ’) signifies the rejection of the above 
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The Embellishmeufc involved in the Invocation should be excluded. — 
Why t — •Because the * Embellishment by Invocation % as also the Substance, 
is employed only when there is need for it; this has been expHined 
already. 

It has been argued that— “ itis possible for the rice to become smeared 
or to drop on the ground, and it would not be desirable to do the Invocation 
in the middle of the performance — This, however, does not affect the 
position ; such interrupted invocation would be as good as uninterrupted ; 
because at the time prescribed for the Invocation, the circumstances necessary 
for tho offering to Vi^nu-imilsramu had not arrived ; and as soon as those 
circumstances have arrived, its performance would come in. — What has not 
become smeared, — or what has not fallen on . the ground, — need not be 
disposed of ; and what is done after tlje performance has eopxmenced does 
not help that performance. —From all this it follows that Yi^nu-unikrmrm 
should not be invoked. 

StJTRA (3). 

Also because they abe not directly enjoined. 

Bha§ya> 

This is the refutation of an argument against the Siddhdnta ; and lias 
been already explained. 



Adhikarana (4) : At sacrifices like the 1 Diksaniya 

the 1 Arambhaniya ’ sacrifice is excluded . 

SUTRA (4). 

The/ Isti connected with Arambha ’ (commencement), is excluded 
from the Subsidiary Sacrifice ; as the ‘ commencement 5 

IS RELATED TO THE PRIMARY SACRIFICE. 

Rhasya. 

There is the Jyotistoma sacrifice laid down in the text ‘ Jyotistomena 
svargakdmo yajeta ’ [‘ Desiring heaven, one should perforin the Jyotistoma 
sacrifice ’] then there are the Diksaniya and other rites which have the 
Darslha-Purnamaaa for their Archetype, which are laid down in the texts— - 
‘ Agnavaismzvamekadashakapdlam nirvapet ’ and so forth [‘ One should 
offer the cake baked upon eleven pans, dedicated to Agni-Visyiu ’] ; — at 
the (commencement of the) Archetypal sacrifice of the Darsha-Purtfamasa, 
comes the Arambhaniya, Isti, laid down in the text — * Agnavaima- 
■vamekddashakapalam nirvapet darshapurnamdsavarablmindnah sarasvatyai 
charum sarasvate dvddashakapdlam, agnaye bhagine astakapalam nirvapet yah 
kdrmyeta bhagyannadah syam ’ [‘Proceeding to commence the Darsha- 
Purnamdsa sacrifices, one should offer the cake baked on eleven pans, 
dedicated to Agni-Vifrm, cooked rice to Sarasvati, a cake baked on twelve 
pans, to Sarasvat; a cake baked on eight pans, to Agni-Bhagin, if one is 
desirous to be prosperous and eater of food ’] ; in some texts the last offering 
to Bhagin is laid down as essential (and not contingent upon the man 
desiring prosperity, etc.). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — At the Diksaniya and other 
sacrifices, should the Arambhaniya I$ti be performed, or not ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is. that “ all the details related 
to the Archetype should be performed at the Retype, because the entire, 
procedure being transferred to the other context , all the details should be- 
performed (Su. 10. 1. 1). [Hence the Arambhaniya, must be performed at 
the Dikganiya and other sacrifices.]” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta The Arambhmwyd, 
l?ti becomes excluded from all that set of rites named ‘ Diksaniya ’ and the 
rest which haye the Darsha- Purnamdsa for their Archetype, and which are 
subsidiary to the Jyotistoma. — “ Why so ? ” — Because in this case, hhe 
‘ d/rambha Qomm&ncmmvt, is of the Jyotistoma, not of the Diksaniya, etc,-— 
'•How?” — The ‘Commencement’ of an act would always be either the 
first item in the* procedure, or the first activity of the man ; — if it means 
the first item in the procedure, then it would consist of such items as the 
securing of the services of the Priests or the selection of the sacrificial ground ; 
—all this will have been done as part of the Jyotistoma for the purposes 
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of that sacrifice, and the same would servo the purposes of the Dlksanlyd, 
etc., also ; and it should not have to be done over again for the sake of these 
latter rites ; — so that, so far as these are concerned, the item of c Commenca- 
ment 5 will have disappeared ; — and when the item of ‘ Commencement ’ 
itself has disappeared, the Bites of the Arambhanlyd also, which are meant to 
accomplish that Commencement, would also disappear.— On the other hand, 
if * Commencement ’ stands for the first, activity of the man concerned, 
then, — since the 4 activity’, of man consists in being aroused from apathy, — 
the man who is going to perform the Jyotistoma along with all its subsidiaries 
would have been aroused from his apathy by the performance of the first 
item in the performance of the Jyotistoma ; and from that point onwards, 
till the completion of the Jyotistoma along with its subsidiaries, he would 
be actively engaged, and there would be no apathy in him fjgom which he 
could be aroused {at the ‘Commencement’ of the Dlksarilyd); — thus it is 
by virtue of the * Commencement ’ of the Jyotistoma itself, that he becomes 
engaged in the Dlksanlyd and the other rites {which are only subsidiaries 
of that sacrifice) ;■ — so that there is no ‘ Commencement ’ for these ;• — and 
when there is no * Commencement the item of ‘ Arambhanlyd I$ti % which 
is for the purpose of accomplishing that ‘ Commencement ’, also disappears. 

Says the Opponent — “Surely there would be the ‘ Commencement ’ 
of the subsidiaries, Dlksanlyd, etc., themselves.” 

,Reply — No ; the ‘Commencement’ consists either of such acts as 
securing the services of the Priests, selecting the sacrificial ground and so forth, 
or of the first activity of the man ; — in either case, the man has done this 
already for the sake of the Jyotistoma. If it be said that “ in connection 
with the Dlksanlyd, etc., there has come in another first item”,-— even so, 
that would not bring in the Arambhanlyd connected with the Archetype 
(Darsha-Purnamdsa ) ; — thus the Arambhanlyd would be excluded from 
-all those items that are subsidiary to another act. — Further, as a matter 
of fact, at the Jyotistoma, the purpose of the ‘ Commencement ’ is served by 
the Dlksanlyd, etc., themselves; — as is clearly indicated by the following 
declaration : ‘ Agndmisv^vamekddashakapdlam nirvapet diksiyyamdnah, 

etc. etc. 



Adhikarana (5) : At the * Ammati 9 and other sacrifices , 
the c Arambhamyd Isti 5 becomes excluded. 

SUTRA (5). 

It should be excluded from that Principal Act which is related 

TO ANOTHER, BECAUSE IT IS THE COMMENCEMENT OF ALL,- AND 
BECAUSE IT IS NOT A SUBSIDIARY. 



There is the Bajasuya sacrifice, laid down in the text — * Rajasuyena 
svdrdjyakdmo yajeta ’ [‘ Desiring Self -sovereignty, one should perform the 
Bajasuya sacrifice ’] ; in connection with this there have been laid down the 
Igpi, the Pashu, the Soma , and the Baroihoma , — all of which are * principal 
acts ’ ; — under * I§ti 5 are included the Anumati and other sacrifices. 

In regard to these, Anumati, etc., there arises the question — Should 
the Arambhaniyd Igti be performed at these ? Or not ? 

The Purvapakga view is that — It should be performed; because in- 
asmuch as the entire procedure is transferred to the other context , ail the details 
should he performed (Su. 10. 1. 1) ”, 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta The Arambhamyd 
should be excluded from the Principal Act which is related to another 
Principal Act. — “ Why ? ” — Because in regard to these acts, the Jyotigtoma 
has been declared to serve the purposes of the ‘ Commencement in the 
text — * Agnigpomam prathamam aharati 5 (‘ First of all one performs the 
Agnispoma the single declaration of the Jyotigtoma must be taken as 
applicable to each one of the principal acts pertaining to the Archetype; 
because the Context appertains in common to each one of the principal 
acts. — Consequently, the purposes of ‘ Commencement * of the Anumati 
and other principal acts having been accomplished (by means of the 
performance of the Jyotigpoma), the Arambhaniyd Igti should not be 
performed. 


I 


Adbxk arana (6) : At the i Arambhaniya 5 itself , the 
4 Arambhaniya 5 becomes excluded, 

» SUTRA (6). 

[POrvapak§a] — “ It must surely be performed at that, like 

THE PrAYAJAS.” 

Bhdsya. 

I There is the Arambhaniya Ispi, laid down in the text—' Agtidmisnava- 

mekadashahapalam nirvapet darshapurnatndadvdrabhamandh, etc.’ [‘ Pro- 
ceeding to perform the Darsha-Purnamasa sacrifices, one should offer the 
cake baked upon eleven pans, dedicated to Agni-Vi§nu, etc. etc.’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — At the Arambhanlyd Ispi 
itself, should another Arambhaniya Isti be performed or not ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ It must surely 
be performed at that . — The particle ‘ tn ’ (‘ surely ’) is meant to set aside all 
doubts on the point; the meaning being that there can be no doubt at 
all; another Arambhanlyd must be performed at the Arambhaniya Ispi. — 
Why ? — Because, inasmuch as the entire procedure has been transferred to 
the other Context, all the details should be performed (SO.- 10. 1. 1). That is, just 
as the Praydjas are performed so should the Arambhaniya also be performed. 
— Says the Opponent — * If another Arambhanlyd were to be performed at 
the' Arambhanlyd, then, at the former also a third Arambhaniya Would have 
to be performed, — and yet another at this latter ; and so on and on there 
would be no end to the performance of the Arambhanlyd ; and there must 
be some end to what is laid down in the scriptures — The answer to this is 
that in the cases of all infinite regress, there would be a limit imposed by 
the capacity (of the performer).” 

SUTRA (7). 

[Siddhanta] — Certainly not ; because it is a subsidiary. 
Bhdsya. 

The phrase ‘ certainly not ’ sets aside the view set forth above ; it 
means that another Arambhanlyd Ispi should not be performed at the 
Arambhanlyd. — “Why?” — Because it is subsidiary to the Darsha-Purna- 
masa ; and the ‘ commencement ’ of the Subsidiary is accomplished by the 
commencement of the Primary itself, — as bag been explained above. 

Says the Opponent — “ When one undertakes the performance of the 
Arambhanlyd, he has to perform the Darsha-Purnamasa ; and hence like the 
Archetype, another Arambhaniya, also should be performed by one who has 
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undertaken the performance of the' Arambhanlyd ; consequently, another 
Arambhanlyd must be performed at the Arambhamyd.” 

It is not so j even though he has not performed another Arambhamyd. 
if he perforins the Arambhanlyd, it- is understood that he perforins it as 
engaged in the Arambhanlyd. Hence there should be no performance of 
the Other Arambhanlyd at the Arambhanlyd. 

Further, like water-bubbles, there would be no end to the series of 
Arambhanlyd# — and this infinite regress indicated by the sentence would 
be sot aside by the capacity of the performer! Under our view, on the 
other hand, there would not be either an infinite regress nor its rejection. 

From al! this it follows that there should be no performance of the 
second Arambimnlyd at the Arambhamyd itself. 

SUTRA (S). 

Als6 because it is a sinqlb sentence. 

Bhasya. 

For the following reason also we conclude that it should be as explained 
above.— 4 - For what reason .? ’’—There is a single sentence laying dcwn the 
Arambhanlyd ; if it enjoins it in connection with the AranMmjiiiyd, then it 
does not become enjoined in connection with the Dartiha'Pwma/nidja; so 
that it could lay it down in connection with these latter only as if it were 
not enjoined; and it could be transferred to the Arambhanlyd as if it were 
enjoined ; — it cannot, however, do all this, when it is uttered only once. — 
For- this reason also another Arambhanlyd should not be performed at the 
Arambhanlyd. 



Adhikakana (7) : At the 4 KhalehaM \ the 4 Yupdhuti ’ 
becomes excluded. 

SUTRA (9). 

The act in question is for the purpose of bringing about an 

OBJECT ; IT SHOULD BE EXCLUDED, AS THERE WOULD BE NO NEED 
FOR IT ; THAT IT IS FOR THAT PURPOSE IS CLEAR FROM 
THE VeDIC TEXT ITSELF. 



In connection with the said Jyotistoma, there is the Af/ni?omi#a-animal- 
saerifice laid down in the text — ‘ One who, being initiated, sacrifices the 
animal dedicated to Agni-Soma ’ ; — in connection with this latter, it has 
been declared — ‘ Y iipamackchhe.fi/ota hotavyam, rid hi diksitasydgnau juhoti, 
djyahchdranihchdddya yupasydntike'gmm mathitvd yupdhutim juhoti ’ 
[wherein the offering of the ‘ Yupdhuti ’, ‘ Oblation at the Sacrificial Post \ 
has been laid down] ; — in connection with the Sadyashra Sacrifice it has 
been declared that ‘ The KfutUbali (Stake in the Threshing Yard) is the 
Sacrificial Post ’ [i.e. the stake in the yard is to be used as the Sacrificial 
Post]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — At the Sadyashra sacrifice 
should, or should not, the Yupdhuti be offered at the Stake in the Threshing 
Yard ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that “ it should be offered; because, inas- 
much as the entire procedure lias been transferred to the other context, all the 
details should be performed (Su. 10. 1. 1)”. 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta : — The act in question 
is for the purpose of bringing about an object ; that is, it is done with the 
view that through such-like embellishments, the Post becomes the 
‘ Sacrificial Post ’ ; this act has been laid down for the man who desires to 
secure a 4 Sacrificial Post ’ ; hence on the • basis of the Vedic text, the 
embellishment (brought about by the Yupdhuti) is for the purposes of the 
Sacrificial Post ; the term ‘ achchha ’ in the text has the sense of ‘ securing ’ ; 
— now at the Sadyashra, there, is no need for the ‘ Sacrificial Post ’, as the 
animal is tied to the Stake in the Threshing Yard, which is not the ‘ Sacrificial 
Post ’ ; — consequently all those embellishments which, like the Yupdhuti, 
are for the purpose of bringing about the ‘ Sacrificial Post become excluded, 
for the simple reason, that there is no need for the Post.-— From all this it 
follows that the Yupdhuti at the Stake in the Threshing Yard is to be 
excluded. ' 



Adhikaraka (8) : At the 4 Sadyaskra \ the c Sthdnvdhuti ’ 

is excluded. 

SUTRA (10). 

[PuKVAUAKSA]-— ts INASMUCH AS THE ‘ TeEE-STUMP ’ IS MENTIONED 

ONLY AS INDICATING THE SPOT, IT. SHOULD BE TAKEN TO BE 
NOT EXCLUDED.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with aforesaid Agnisomlya animal-sacrifice, we read — 
* Sthanait sthanadhutim juhoti 5 [‘Offers the Sthdnvdhuti on the Siha^u (Tree- 
stump ’} [after the wood-piece has been cut off for making the Sacrificial 
Post, the stump of the tree that remains is called ‘ Sthanu ’]. 

Hence in connection with the Sadyaskra, there arises the following 
question— At the Sadyaskra, should the Sthdnvdhuti be offered— or not ? 
— In this connection, what lias got to be considered is this — Is the Sthdnvd- 
huti an act that helps the main sacrifice directly ? Or is it only an embellish- 
ment for the Sacrificial Post ? If it is an act that helps the main sacrifice 
directly, then it must be done (at the Sadyaskra) ; — while if it is only an 
embellishment of the Sacrificial Post, then it should be excluded. — “ In what 
way would it be an act helping the main sacrifice directly ? How, too, 
would it be an embellishment of the Sacrificial Post?” — -If the sentence 
be construed to mean that ‘one who desires to secure the Sacrificial Post 
should offer the Sthdnvdhuti then this Ahuti becomes an embellishment of 
the Sacrificial Post on the other hand, if the phrase * Yupamachchesyatd 5 
(‘by one desiring to secure the Sacrificial Post’) is not construed with the 
Context, then the Ahuli becomes an act helping the main sacrifice directly. 

On this question, the Piirvapaksa view is as follows * f The offering 
in question Is an act helping the main sacrifice directly ; it is a generally 
recogni&ed principle regarding the use of actions that ‘ what is accomplished 
subserves the purpose what is to be accomplished \ — Further, if- the offering 
in question were connected with the Sthdryu (Tree-stump), the need for which 
has ceased,— in what way could it benefit the Sacrificial Post ? When 
something is done to a thing related to another, then- alone does it benefit 
the relative ; in the case in question however, the stomp has been detached 
from the Sacrificial Post [hence there can be no such benefit].— Then again, 
the Ydpahuti would be applicable, in common with others, to the Skddashmi, 
— if it were an act helping the main sacrifice directly ; and in that case, 
it would not be necessary to assume an unheard of repetition of the offering. 
— Lastly, it is an unqualified sentence that lays down the offering of the 
Sthdnvdhuti on the Tree-stump, and the Context would indicate the fact 
of the said Ahuli being offered on that particular Tree-stump from which 
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the wood-piece for the Sacrificial Post has been cut off. — From all this it 
follows that the Slhdnamhuti is an act helping the main sacrifice directly, 
and as such it should be offered at the Sadyaskra, with a view to honour- 
the General Law.” 

Such is the Purmpaksa view. — In answer to this, we have the following 
Siddhanta — 

SUTRA (11). 

In beauty, it should be REG added as an embellishment of it, 

BECAUSE IT IS. SUBSIDIARY. 

Bhasya. 

The phrase * api m ’ {' in raalifcv ’) signifies the rejection of the view set 
forth above. 

The offering in question should be regarded as an embellishment of the 
Sacrificial Post.-— “ Why ? ’’—Because of the peculiarity of the Context. 
It is recognised that the Sthanvahidi has been laid down for one who is 
desirous of securing the Sacrificial Post. Tf anyone holds the view that 
“ what the unqualified sentence lays down is only the Slump as the place 
for the offering ”, — he will have to assume a result of this, — If one holds 
the view that “ in view of the Context, the offering should be regarded as 
helping the main sacrifice directly ”, — for him the general (wider) Context 
would be rejected by the particular (narrower) Context. — As a matter of 
fact, the Sacrificial Post should be regarded as subsidiary to the Act (of 
Sacrifice), on the ground of its serving a useful purpose ; if then the offering 
were connected with it, — it would serve only an unseen (transcendental) 
purpose, and then, if .it were to help the main sacrifice directly, — it would 
necessitate the assumption of a purpose or use for it ; and in that case a 
well-known fact would be set aside by reasoning ; just as in the case of the 
term f mhmkarna \ — Then again, after the need for the Stump lias ceased, 
and it has become dissociated from the Sacrificial Post, the idea remains 
that it is related to the Sacrificial Post, — and on the basis of this idea, if the 
Yupdhuti is offered, this Ahuti becomes related to the Sacrificial Post ; 
and hence it comes to be performed at the time of the cutting (of the wood- 
pieco for the Sacrificial Post) ; — just as, when a garland has been worn on 
the head by Devadatta, and it is taken down, it is still regarded as related 
to Demdatta, and on the basis of that idea, it becomes desirable to endow 
it with such * embellishment ’ as being kept in a clean place and so forth 
so should it be in the case of the Sthdnvahuti also. — As regards the 
MkadmMm, as no emphasis is meant to be laid upon the place in close 
proximity, the Yupdhuti would be applicable to it in common with others. 
— From all this it follows that the more reasonable view is that the offering 
in question is ah embellishment of the Sacrificial Post [and as sfieh it shopld 
not be performed at the Sadyaskra]. . 
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SUTRA (12). 

The name also points to the same conclusion. 



The name ‘ Sthdnvdhuti ’ also applies to that ahuti (offering) in which 
the Sthdnu (Tree-stump) is the predominant factor. — How ? — Because the 
term is to be treated as a Genitive Tatpurusa [‘ Sthdnoh dhutih ’, ‘ the offering 
of the stump the Genitive having the force of the Accusative ; and 
what the Accusative denotes is that which is the most desired. As for the 
Locative Tatpurusa [‘ Sthamm dhutih \ the offering on the stump], this 
would involve an indirect indication and hence cannot be accepted. 

SUTRA (13). 

The words of the Mantra also point to the same conclusion. 

Bhasya. 

For the following reason we conclude that the offering in question is 
an embellishment (of the Sacrificial Post) : The reason is that the words of 
the Mantra also point to the same conclusion ; the Mantra is— ‘ Atastvandeva 
vanaspate viroha ! ; this means— ‘ Inasmuch as you have been lopped off 
by me, may you grow in manifold ways ’ ; these Mantra-words appear to 
be honouring the Sacrificial Post. — From this also it follows that the offering 
is an act of embellishment (of the Sacrificial Post), and as such should not 
be performed in connection with the Stake in the Threshing Yard (at the 
Sadyaskra sacrifice). 



Adhikarana (9) : The * Last Prayaja 5 is an act of 

embellishment, 

SUTRA (14). 

SO ALSO IN THE CASE OF THE PRAYAJA ; AS THE .SAME PRINCIPLE 
IS APPLICABLE TO IT. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Darsha-Purnamdsa it is said — ‘ Uttamah 'prayajah 
svahakdram yajati \ 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is this * Uttama Prayaja ’ 
(The Last Prayaja}— an act helping the main sacrifice directly ? Or is it an 
act of embellishment ? — Hence, what we are going to consider is — At this 
Prayaja, are the deities the same to whom the ‘ Ajyabha-ga ’ and other offer- 
ings are to be made ? Or are they other than those deities ? 

44 In what way would they be other deities and in what way the same 
as those in the Context ? ” 

If the words ‘ Svahakdram yajati ’ are taken as containing the injunction 
of the deity, then the deity at the Prayaja would be different from those in 
the Context : if, on the other hand, the deity of the Prayaja is taken to be 
those that are indicated by the words of the Mantra ‘ Ye yajdmahe svahdgnim , 
etc,’ [and not by the words ‘ Svahakdram yajati ’), then the deities at the 
Prayaja would be the same as those in the Context. 

On the above question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ The 
Prayaja in question is an act directly helping the main sacrifice. To explain 
— It is an entirely different deity that is enjoined by the words ‘ Svdhd- 
karam yajati ’ ; in this way the deity of the offering would be got at directly 
from the Vedic text ; while under the other view it would have to be assumed 
on the basis of indication of the words of a Mantra. 

Objection — c This other deity (held to be enjoined by the words 4 Svd- 
hakdram yajati ’) cannot be spoken of by means of any such terms as ‘ agni ’ 
and the like ; hence if that other deity were accepted, this would militate 
also against the use of the Mantra ‘ Ye yajdmahe svahdgnim \ 

“ Answer — There would be no militating against the use of this Mantra ; 
a single term can denote more than one thing ; for example, the term 
‘ Mata ’ denotes the Mother as also the measurer (the person who does the 
measuring) ; when this term is used in such expressions as 4 Mata cha 
paramam daivatam samd cha putresu ’ The Maid is the highest divinity, 
equally inclined towards sons ’], it is taken as denoting the Mother ; while 
when appearing in such expressions as 1 Maid samah ksiprashcha * (‘The 
Mata is equable and quick ’], it is taken as denoting the measurer of grains. 
— Similarly, when terms like ‘ agni ’ are used in Mantras that are used 
at the sacrifice offered to the deity named 4 Svahdkdra \ they would be under- 
j stood to be denotative of that deity. In this way a well-known act 
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•connected with the sacrifice would come to be accomplished, in the shape of 
what helps it directly.— From all this it follows that the UUama Praydja is 
an act that helps the main sacrifice directly.” 

In answer to the above we have the following Siddhdnta : — So also in 
the case of the Prayaja , as the same principle is applicable to it. It has 
been said above that ‘the Sthdnvahuti in an act of embellishment’; this 
same idea is applied to the present case by means of the particle ‘ cha ’ 
(‘ also ’) in the Sutra ; the sense being that ‘ the Uttama-Praydja is an act 
of embellishment ’ ; it is for this reason that they declare that the deities 
of this Prayaja are the same as those to whom the ‘ Ajyabhaga * and other 
sacrificial offerings are made.-— “ Why so ? ” — Because the deific character 
does not belong to Svahakara ; the deific character is signified either by the 
Kominal affix or by the Dative ending ; — in this case (in the sentence ‘ Sva- 
hdkarrarm yajati ’) there is neither the Nominal affix nor the Dative ending ; — 
hence this cannot be taken as an injunction of the deity. In fact, the Accusa- 
tive ending (in ‘ Svdhdkdram ’ ) clearly signifies that the ‘ Svahakara * is in 
apposition to * sacrifice ’ ; hence it follows that the term ‘ Svahakara * denotes 
a sacrifice, just like ‘ Samid ’ and other terms. 

Says the Opponent — “If, on the strength of the Accusative ending 
you take the term ‘ Svahakara ’ to be denotative of the sacrifice , then that 
sacrifice (which is denoted by the term * Svahakara ’) must be an act that 
helps the main sacrifice directly ; because the Accusative ending signifies 
what is the most desired ”, 

The answer to this is as follows : — In view of this objection, the Sutra 
has added the term * because the same principle is applicable to it ’ ; that is, 
that same principle is applicable to this case which has been applied to the 
case of the ‘ Sthdnvahuti *, — i.e. ‘ it should be regarded as an embellishment 
of it, because it is subsidiary ’ (Su. 10. 1. 11). At the Ajyabhaga and other 
offerings, Agni and the other deities are subsidiaries,— and the sacrifice becomes 
useful only when it is offered to them. Under the other view, the sacrifice 
would be useless, and hence the mention of the Deity in connection with 
that sacrifice would also be useless. When there is a likelihood of the 
sacrifice being an ‘ embellishment ’ of the Deity, we cannot assume any 
•other use for that sacrifice; and so long as it is possible for ‘ Agm ’ and 
other terms to he taken in their own natural denotations, there can be no 
justification for assuming the entirely unknown fact that they denote 
■a different Deity in the shape of Svahakara. 

From all this it follows that the Uttama-Praydja serves the purpose of. 
‘ embellishing ’ the Deity ; and through the embellishment- due to the 
remembrance of the Deity, that same sacrifice brings about a transcendental 
result also. 

StJTRA (15). 

Also because we find an indicative text. 

Ehdsya. 

In support of the said conclusion we have an indicative text also. — 
' What text ? ” — -In connection with the Ghalurmdsya sacrifice, we find 
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the following Mantra speaking of certain common deities : ‘ Svahdgnim — 
svaha somam — svaha savitaram — svaha sarasvatlm — svaha pusanam 5 ; and the 
use of this Mantra is explicable only on the basis of the sacrifice being an 
"* embellisliment ’ of the Deity ; under the other view, it would have to be 
regarded only as serving a transcendental purpose. — For thjs reason also, 
'the Utlama-Prayaja should be regarded as an act of embellishment of the 
Deity. 

* The use of this Adhikarana lies in the following — In the case of the 
Saurya and other sacrifices where there are diverse deities, the names of 
deities connected with the Archetype are not to be excluded, — according 
to the Purvapaksa ; while according to the Siddhdnta, they become excluded. 



Adhikarana ( 10 ) : The ‘ Agni sacrifice is an act directly 

helping the mam sacrifice. 

SUTRA (16). 

[POrvapaksa]— “ The same should be the case with the ‘Ajya- 
bhaga ’ OFFERING TO AGNI”,— IF THIS IS URGED AS THE PORVAPAKSA 
[then the answer is as given in the next Sutra]. 

Bhdsya. 

There are the Darsha -Purnamam sacrifices laid down in the text — 
‘ Desiring heaven, one should perform the Darsha-Pumamdsa sacrifices ’ ; 
—in connection with these it is declared— 4 Ajyabhdgau yajati ’ [‘ offers the 
Ajyabhaga oblations ’] ; — and the following is yet another declaration in the 
same connection — 4 Tau hochatufi kimavayostatdh sy&diti, yasyai kasyaichid - 
devatayai havirnirvapamstadvdm purastdddjyasya yajanniti tasmdd yasyai 
kasyaichid devatayai havirnirvapanti te purastddajya-bhdgavagnisomabhydm 
yajanti tau na samnye' dhvare na pashau ’ ; [where two 4 Ajyabhaga oblations ’ 
are spoken of as to be offered to Agni and Soma]. 

In regard to this there arises the question— In the case of the two 
4 Ajyabhaga oblations ’ offered to Agni and Soma , is the oblation offered to 
Agni — the Agni-sacrifice — for the purpose of embellishing the Deity? Or 
for directly helping the main sacrifice ? 

On this question, if the Purvapak$a view is that “the sajne should be 
the case with the Ajyabhaga- offering to Agni ; — i.e. like the Uttama-Praydja, 
it should be regarded as an embellishment, became it is subsidiary (Su. 11) ” — 
[then the Siddhdnta in answer to that view is as follows] — 

SUTRA (17). 

[Siddhanta] — Because of the actual mention, it must be 
A DISTINCT deity. 



It is not right to hold that the Ajyabhaga- oblations are the embellish” 
ment of the Deity ; in fact, they are acts directly helping the main sacrifice. — 
"Why ?” — Became of the actual mention; it is understood that the Deity 
{Agni) to whom the oblation in question is offered is distinct from the Agni 
of the main sacrifice. — 44 What is that mention ? It is the Mantra — 4 Agni- 
magna avaha, somamavaha, agnimavaha * ; which contains an invocation of 
the deities ; — with a view to secure the offering of oblations to all these 
deities ; and to avoid all mistakes, this invocation enumerates the deities ; 
—in this enumeration, Agni is mentioned twice ; this is explicable only if- 
the two deities spoken of by the term 4 agni ’ are distinct ; otherwise one 
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would be bewildered by the increase in the number. As for the enumera- 
tion, that is equally there for both views (the Purvapaksa as well as the 
Siddhdnta) ; in fact, tinder your view (that there is only one Deity of the 
name ‘ Agni ’), the intervention aP'Soma ’ between the two ‘ Agnis 5 would 
disturb the order of the enumeration. Further, when a word is used more 
than once, and is intervened by another word, it mentions the Deity as 
f distinct. For instance, in the sentence — ‘ Brahmana dgatah, vrsala dgatah, 

brahmdna dgatah, we have the enumeration of two distinct Brdhmarm ; 
similarly in the case in question, there is mention of two Agnis. 

Says the Opponent — “ This mention is a mere indicative; you should 
state some reason. 55 

This reason is stated in the following Sutra — 

f SUTRA (18). 

Also because of equality. 

Bhasya. 

The following is the reason (in support of the Suldhdnta,) — In this case 
the Sacrifice is ‘equal 5 to the Deity ; that is, the Deity has been mentioned 
in connection with the main Sacrifice, and the Sacrifice also has been 
mentioned in another sentence ‘ Ajyabhagau yajati 5 ; hence between these 
two — Sacrifice and Deity— both of which serve useful purposes,— the most 
reasonable course is to take the Deity as subserving the purposes of the 
Sacrifice; because it is well known that the Sacrifice is a subsidiary that 
helps directly. — Without a Deity, there can be no Sacrifice hence the 
Sacrifice always needs a Deity ; — certainly the Deity of the mam Sacrifice 
does not need another Sacrifice ; — and when one thing is needed by another, 
the former is regarded as subserving the purposes of the latter ; — hence 
it follows that the Deity subserves the purposes of the Sacrifice. 

Further, there is ‘equality 5 also between the Sacrifice in question and 
other such subsidiaries as help the main Sacrifice directly. — “ How ? 55 — 
It is described in the following text — ‘ The two Ay^am-offerings arc the two 
§ fingers of the Sacrifice, — the two JjyabMga-oReTingB are its eyes, — the 

] Praydja-B&crifices are its armour, — also the Sacrificed s armour, tending to the 

suppression of his enemy 5 [where the Sacrifice is likened to such directly 
helpful things as fingers and eyes and armour']. 



Adjjikarana (11) : The ‘ Pashu-puroddsha ’ Sacrifice is 

an ‘ embellishment 9 of the Deity . 

SUTRA (19). 

[P0 BYAPAKS A] — “ SO ALSO IN THE CASE OF THE ANIMAL -SACRIFICE 

if this is urged [then the answer is as given in the 
next Sutra]. 

Bhasya. 

In connection with the Jyoti§foma, there is the A gnisomiya-animaU 
sacrifice, laid down in the text—' Asomam vahantyagnind pratitisthanti 
. . . . yo diksito yadagmsomiyam pashumalabhaie mrunapdshdbhydm sa 
muchyate * and in connection with this animal-sacrifice, there is the 
following declaration — ‘ Agm§omiyasya vapayd praeharya agntyomiyarn 
pashu-puroddsha-manunirvapanti ’ [where the offering of the Meat-cake , 
Pashu-puroddsha, is laid down]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is this offering of the Meat - 
cake an act directly helping the main sacrifice ? Or does it serve the purpose 
of ‘ embellishing * the Deity ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows ; — and here the 
argument that had been put forward under the Adhikarana on Praydja, — 
even though refuted, — is yet again revived on the ground of some 
peculiarity — “ So also in the case of the Animal-sacrifice ; if you think that 
there is a doubt as to this being an act directly helping the main sacrifice 
or an embellishment of the Deity, — then our view is that in the case of the 
Animal-sacrifice also, the offering is an act that directly helps the main 
sacrifice ; because this is the well-known function of actions. — Then again, 
the term ' agnigomiya ’ is formed with a Nominal affix and the Deity enters 
into it as the subordinate factor ; — in connection with the Animal-sacrifice 
also the same term with the Nominal affix is mentioned with great force, 
in the supplementary sentence, as signifying Fire ; but this does not neces- 
sarily mean that it must signify the same in connection with the Meat- 
cake. — From all this it follows that, on the ground of usage, the sacrifice in 
question must be taken to be an act that directly helps the main sacrifice.” 

SUTRA (20). 

[Siddhanta] — Not so ; because of the declaration of identity. 

Bha§ya. 

‘ Na ’ is the term that denies what has been said above. 

The sentence ‘ Asomam vahanti agnind pratititfhanti * is a declamatory 
declaration ; so that, if it is on the basis of such a declamation that the 
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Deity of the Animal-sacrifice is to be regarded as distinct from the Deity of 
the Meat-cake-offering, — then, on the basis of a similar declamation, th® 
Deity in both cases should be regarded to be the same ; for we have the 
declaration to the effect that — ‘The Meat-cake has the same Deity as the 
Animal -sacrifice \ — Hence the support of .a declamatory declaration being 
equal in both cases, the conclusion is that the Meat-eake-offering is an act 
of embellishment for the Deity, 

SUTRA (21). 

Also because we find an indicative text. 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also we hold that the Meat-cake offering is 
an act of embellishment of the Deity.— “ For what reason ? The reason 
is that there is an indicative text also which supports this view : In con- 

nection with the series of Meat-cake-offerings, we find it laid down that * a 
bull should be sacrificed to Indra-Vajrin ’ ; and in this connection there is a 
couple of Ydjyasmvdkya speaking of the common Deity — ■ Indram muhi 
yzjrinam stomaprstham snuhi shiiram vajrinam supratitam ’ ; tins declara- 
tion is explicable only if the offering in question is an apt of embellishment, 
not otherwise. 

From all this it follows that the Meat-cake-offering serves the purpose 
of embellishing the Deity of the Animal-sacrifice. 

SUTRA (22). 

[Restatement of Purvapaksa]—“ In' fact (the Deity) should be 

REGARDED AS A SUBSIDIARY DETAIL, LIKE THE PANS ; 

ALSO BECAUSE IT IS A MODIFICATION OF WHAT 
IS A SUBSIDIARY DETAIL.” 

Bhdsya. 

The same argument is re-stated, with a view to add something new.- — 
The term ‘ vd ’ (‘ in fact’) implies the rejection of the view set forth above. 

“ The Deity should be regarded- as a subsidiary detail ; as this would 
be in keeping with its well-known character of directly helping the main 
sacrifice. That it will be subsidiary to more than one act would be like 
the case of the Pan ; the Pan is subsidiary to the cooking as also to the 
removing of the chaff ; similarly the same Agni-Soma would be subsidiary to 
the Animal-sacrifice as well as to the Meat-eake-offering, Such being the 
case, the action, that has been laid down as subsidiary to the Agni-Soma 
connected with the Darsha-Purmxmdsa and as being the means of accom- 
plishing the sacrifice, would, without any inconsistency, apply to the same 
deities as subsidiary to the offering in question ; otherwise, it could not 
apply to the two deities when they form the predominant factor and serve 
an entirely different function. As a matter of fact however, we find the 
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Sviatakft-ojfering which is left undefined.— From this also it follows that 
the offering in question directly helps the main sacrifice. — Then again, at 
the Saiitramani sacrifice, the cakes dedicated to Indra, Varuna and Savitr 
are not brought, from the context of the Animal-sacrifice, to those animal - 
sacrifices which have Ashwin, Sarasvati and Suddman for their deities ;• — 
while they would be so brought in if the offering were an act of embellishment ; 
and it has been already explained that the . mention of its serving the 
purpose of covering up the * holes * is a purely commendatory declamation.— 
From this also it follows that the offering in question is an act directly helping 
the main sacrifice.” 

SUTRA (23). 

{.PurvapaJcsa’s argument answered] — In reality, it should* be regarded 

AS AN ACT OE EMBELLISHMENT OE THE DEITY ; BECAUSE IT IS 
A SUBSIDIARY,— LIKE THE ‘ SVAHAKARA ’ J SPECIALLY 
BECAUSE SUBSIDIARY DETAILS ARE CON- 
NECTED WITH A PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

The term * api vd ’ (‘in reality ’) implies the rejection of the view set 
forth above. 

The offering in question is not an act that directly helps the main 
sacrifice ; it should be regarded as an embellishment of it — i.e. of the Deity. — 
“ Why ? "—Because it is a subsidiary ; i.e. because the Deity serves a useful 
purpose; — hence, just as the ‘ Svahakdra ’ -sacrifice is regarded as an act of 
embellishment of the Deity, on the ground that, otherwise, it would serve 
no useful purpose,— similarly should it be in the case in question also. — 
Specially because subsidiary details are connected with a purpose ; i.e. in the 
sentence in question we find that there is connection with a purpose.— 
Hence it follows that the offering in question cannot be an act directly 
helping the main sacrifice. Because such details as enter into the very 
constitution of the sacrifice are far superior to those that help it directly. 

It has been argued (under Su. 19) that — “ There is mention of the Deity 
by the word with the Nominal affix, where the Deity forms the subordinate 
factor ” ; but such mention is made also in those cases where the connection of 
the Deity is enjoined by means of a word of which the Deity forms the pre- 
dominant factor. — Further, a perceptible purpose is always superior to the 
imperceptible (transcendental) one. — From all this it follows that the offer- 
ing in question is an act of embellishment of the Deity. 

SUTRA (24). 

The mention oe ‘ defect ’ also as due to the diversity (points 

TO THE SAME CONCLUSION) ; AS IT IS EOR THAT PURPOSE. - 

Bhdsya . 

For the following reason also, the offering in question is an act of 
embellishment. In connection with the Sautrdmani sacrifice, it is said that 
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there is a * defect ’ due to the ‘ diversity ’ of deities ; and this is explicable 
only if the offering is an embellishment of the Deity ; the text being as - 
follows :■ — ‘ That which is a defect in the Sautramanl is a good point in this 
—viz. that the deities of the Meat-cakes are distinct from those of the 
Animals’. 


SUTRA (25). 

It is so even in the case of the subordinate FACTOR ”, — IE THIS 
be urged [then the answer will be as in the following Sutra]. 

Ekasya. 

Says the Opponent — “You think that the mention of ‘defect’ can 
be explicable only if the offering in question is an act of embellishment. 
—But that is not right; because the mention of ‘defect’ cannot be 
explained even under the view that the offering is an act of embellishment ; 
because in reality there is no ‘ defect’ there ; as the sacrifice becomes more 
perfect by reason of the Oakes having diverse deities. The text says — ‘ It 
is the good point in this that the Cakes have deities different from those of 
the Animals ’.—Thus the objection being applicable te both views should 
not be urged against one only. In fact, just as the mention of ‘ defect ’ 
would be a declamatory assertion under the view that the offering is an 
act of embellishment,— so, under the other view also, it would be a decla- 
matory assertion.” 

SUTRA (26). 

Not' so ; because thebe is no harm; just as in the case 
of the Pans. 



It is not so ; because under your view there has been no harm (wrong) ; 
— just as in the case of the Pans, if the chaff is all removed by means of a 
single Pan, there is no harm done to the other Pans, — so in the ease in ques- 
tion, if the Meat-cake-sacrifice is offered to another Deity, there is no harm 
done to the Deity of the Animal-sacrifice; and under the circumstances, 
there would be the mention of ‘ defect ’ when, in reality, there has been no 
defect at all.— Under our view, on the other hand, there is harm done to 
the subsidiary in the shape of the indication of the Deity. — As for the 
assertion — that ‘ the defect also becomes a perfection — it is something 
’’entirely different. In fact, when the word ‘ defect’ is used where there has 
been no harm or wrong done, it is clear that the signification of words has 
not been grasped. , ' . 
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SUTRA (27). 

The deities are common with those of the ‘Cups’; and the 

ASSERTION IS BASED UPON THAT ; BECAUSE IT IS EOR 
THE SAKE OF THAT. 

Bhasya. 

For the following reason also the offering should be taken as an act of 
embellishment: — The assertion — i.e. the assertion of the Cakes, — is based 
upon the fact that at the Sautramam, the deities are common with those of the 
Cups ; — this assertion being to the effect that ‘ There are no Cakes of these 
animals ; these animals have the Cups for their Cakes It is not that 
the Cakes are not there; the assertion that ‘the Cups are their Cakes’, or 
‘they have the Cups for their Cakes’, is based upon the observation that 
there is no embellishment by means of offerings to diverse deities.—" What 
is the similarity between the Cups and the Calces ? ” — The similarity is 
that they serve the purpose of embellishment ; and this would be possible 
only if the Cakes also served the purpose of embellishing the deities. — From 
all this it follows that the more reasonable view is that the offering is an 
act of embellishment. ' 

SUTRA (28). 

It IS IN THE ABSENCE OF THE CUPS THAT THERE IS THE ASSERTION. 

Bhasya. 

There is the text — ‘ Naitasya pashorgraham grhpanti, puroddshavanesa 
pashuh ’ [‘ They do not take up the Cup of this Animal, it has only the 
Cake ’]. — Here ‘the absence of the Cup ’ has been spoken of as being due 
to the presence of the Meat-cake, — which shows that the ‘ Cup ’ and the 
‘Cake’ are meant to serve the same purpose. — Now it has been already 
found that the ‘ Cup ’ is for the purpose of ‘ embellishing ’ the deity ; and 
hence the said assertion would be explicable only if the Cake also were taken 
as serving the same purpose (of embellishing the Deity). 

SUTRA (29). 

Further, it is well known that the Deity is the occasioner • 

HENCE IT INDICATES (THE SlDDHANTA YIEW). 

: Bhasya. 

For the following reason also we conclude that the offering is an act 
of embellishment: There is the text— ‘ Agnibhyah kamebhyah pashava 

alahhyante, kama va agnayah, dgneyah puroddsha bhavanti, agneya hi pasha - 
vah where the Cakes are spoken of as ‘ occasioned ’ (due to> the deities ; 
and this shows that the Meat-cakes are meant to serve the purpose of 
embellishing the Deity. 
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StJTRA (30). 

The connection is not* incompatible, as the conditions are 

PRESENT ; AS IN THE CASE OF THE TERM ‘ SHRTA 5 ; AND 
IT WOULD BE A ‘MODIFICATION’ OF THE SUB- 
SIDIARY FACTOR. 

Bhasya. 

It has been argued (under Su. 22) that ‘The detail pertaining to the 
subsidiaries could not appertain to the Principals’. — The answer to that is 
as follows : The connection of the details with the A gnl§omlya-offerings 
would not be incompatible, even though these latter are principal offerings. 
-—“■Why ?”- — Because the conditions are 'present. ; i.e. even though these 
offerings are * principals yet, inasmuch as they bring about the accom- 
plishment of the main sacrifice, they are ‘means’ to that accomplishment 
(and to that extent ‘subsidiary’); and as such they could very well be 
connected with the details in question ; — just as in ike case of the term 
* Skrta ’ ; i.e. in the case of the expression ‘ Rice cooked in boiled milk- 
rice cooked in' curds’,. even though. the Boiled Milk and the Gurds are 
meant for being; offered land in that sense principals), yet they serve the 
purposes , of the Pranita vessel, and as such become connected with the 
related details ; and there is no incompatibility in that. 


SUTRA (31). 

It would serve two purposes ; such being the declaration of the 
Veda ; its modificatory character has been asserted on 

THE GROUND THAT PI SERVES THAT PURPOSE IN THE CASE 
OF DIVERSITY. OF DEITIES.— IT HAS BEEN ASSERTED 
THAT “ IT IS ONLY A DECLAMATORY STATEMENT ” 

[and the answer to that is. as in the next 
Sutra], 

Bhasya. 

It has been argued by the Opponent that— “ the Oakes dedicated to 
Indra, Varuna and Savilr would become- dissociated from the context of 
the Sautrdmani ”. — The answer to this is as follows : — It would serve two 
purposes ; i.e. the sacrifice, would serve the purposes of ‘ embellishing the 
Deity ’ as well as that of ‘ covering the holes ’ ; as both of these have been 
declared in the Veda. Consequently, by the mere fact of its serving the 
purpose of ‘ covering the holes’ in the case of diverse deities, it would not 
become dissociated from the Context ; in fact it would femain in the same 
Context, as a modificatory sacrifice. 

It has been asserted that “ even this is a merely declamatory statement ” ; 
— the answer to that is as follows — 
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SUTRA (32). 

There being a diversity of deities, there is a modifica- 
tion OF NAMES. 

Bhasya. 

In that case (i.e. if it is purely declamatory) 4 dissociation from the ® 

Context ’ would be avoided in the follpwing manner : As for the ‘embellish- 
ment of the Deity it cannot bo set aside by being dissociated from the 
Context ; — at the Sautrdmani, the Cakes that come in by virtue of the 
General Law are those with common deities ; so that in that case the terms 

* indm * and the rest can be expressive only of those deities rliat are con- 
nected with the Animal -sacrifice. — 44 How so ? ” — It is understood that the | 

names that have been mentioned are really those of these latter deities, b: r 

they appear only in their partial forms and accompanied by other letters ; 
it is quite possible for component parts to signify the composite whole and 
thereby signify what is denoted by that whole ; as is found in the case of 
4 gdvl ’, and such other corrupt words [where the cow comes to be expressed 
by the letter 4 ga ’, which forms part of the term 4 go ’ which is what really 
denotes the cotv ] ; — also in the following Mantra related to the deity 
Sarasvatl — 4 Nimrhaya prajam vishvhsya brsayasya mdyinah the term 

* bfsaya ’ signifies what is really denoted by the term 4 brhat ’. — 44 But why is 
all this assumption made ? ” — Because in connection with the sacrifices 
that are meant to serve the purpose of embellishing the deities, if other 
(foreign) deities were to be mentioned, they would be entirely useless. — 

Hence we conclude that the names of deities connected with Cakes are only 
modified forms of the names of those connected with the Animal-sacrifice. 

SUTRA (S3). 

Or, THERE MAY BE REPETITION ; AS IN THE CASE OF THE PrAYAJAS, 

ONE PORTION OF iT WOULD HAVE ANOTHER DEITY. 

Bhasya. j 

The term 4 vd ’ (‘or’) here does not imply the rejection of the above 
view ; it only introduces another argument in support of the view that the 
offering in question is an act of embellishment. 

In fact, the names need not be taken as modified forms of other names ; 
the names could be so taken, if there were no other means of establishing 
the view that the offering in question is an act of embellishment ; as a 
matter of fact however, this view can be established even without taking 
the names as 4 modifications — 44 How ? ’’—There would be repetition of 
the Cake -offering ; at this the Deity of the Animal-sacrifice as well as the 
Cake come in by virtue of the General Law ; for the Deity of the Animal- 
sacrifice, there is another substance laid down in the form of the ‘Cup’, 
and a different Deity for the ‘Cake ” ; the element of ‘offering ’ (‘sacrifice ’) 
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remains the same (unmodified) in both eases; and this sacrifice should have 
to be performed as connected with the deities of the Animal-sacrifice , as' 
also with the Cup ;- — both these cannot be possible without the sacrifice 
being repeated so that naturally the sacrifice comes to be repeated ; — 
and of this sacrifice one portion would have another Deity, — as in the case 
of the Prayaja ; for instance, at the Animal-sacrifice, though all the five 
Praydjas are admissible by virtue of the General Law, it is the number, of 
only ‘ one portion ’ that has been actually enjoined; and as this cannot be 
possible without repetition, the Praydjas come to be repeated ; and when 
they are repeated, one portion of them has different deities in the shape of 
Dura- U sasd-Nakta and so forth. — In the same manner, in the case in 
question also, there would be repetition of the Cake-offering; — so that 
there would be no dissociation from the . Context, even under the view that 
the offering in question is an act of embellishment. ■ 


Adhikarana (12): In the sentence 4 Saury aheharvrn mr - 
vapet \ the term 4 charu 5 stands for 4 odana \ 

4 Cooked Bice 

SUTRA (34). 

The ‘ Charu ’ shoui d be taken as a form of the offering - 

MATERIAL, BECAUSE IT IS CONNECTED WITH THE ACT OF 

‘ SACRIFICE 

Bhdsya. 

The Charu is spoken of in the sentence-— 4 Sauryahcharum nirvapet 
hrahamvarchasahdmah ’ [‘ One desiring Brahmic glory should offer Charu 
to Surya ’]. The Saurya , offering to Surya, is a modification (an ectvpe) of 
the Agneya, offering to Agni, as has been established under the Sutra 8. 1. 
28 — ■*. It should be restricted to that of one act on the ground of there being 
a single thing (deity) ; specially because it is an ectype and L dependent 
upon what has gone before V [The ‘ Agneya ’ consists of ‘ the offering of a 
cake baked on eight pans to Agni; and the ‘ Saurya ’ being an ectype of this 
Agneya, it takes the details that should be modifications of the details of 
the Agneya.'] 

The question that arises is — (A) Does the ‘ Charu \ laid down in con- 
nection with the Saurya, mean the modification of the offering-material (i.e, 
the Cake offered at the Agneya) ? — Or the modification of the Pan (used at 
the Agneya for baking the Cake) ?— (B) If it means a modification of the 
offering -material, then, is the offering-substance modified through the Pot 
or through the Odana ? 

On this question, the view that presents itself is that the 4 Charu ’ should 
be regarded as involving the modification of the offering-substance ; — 
why ? — because it is connected with the act of sacrifice ; what is enjoined in 
regard to the * Charu ’ is expressed by the Nominal affix in the word 
* Saury am Y in the sentence ‘ Sauryam charum nirvapet ’ ; which shows that 
the ‘ Charu ’ is for the purpose of the sacrifice ; and hence it must be 
regarded as the modification of the offering -substance. 

SUTRA (35). 

[PurvapaksaI — “ Because what ls generally known should 

BE ACCEPTED.” 

Bhapya. 

The conclusion arrived at in the preceding Sutra being accepted (by 
both parties), the following view is stated (as Purvapaksa) in regard to the 
further question (B) stated above : — “ The Charu is a modification of the 
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•offering - subs tance , and this modification is done through the Pot, becxmse 
■what is generally known should be accepted ', the most reasonable course, is to 
accept what is well recognised ; the term ‘ Charu ’ is generally known from the 
Himalaya to Cape Comorin as standing for the Pot; as a matter of fact, all 
•over the country, from the Himalaya down to Cape Comorin, the term 
‘ Charu 5 is found to be used in the sense of the Pot. Hence it follows that 
1 it is through the Pot that the offering-substance is modified [i.e. at the 

Saury a sacrifice, the substance offered remains the Cake, the same as at the 
Agneya, — the only modification that that substance undergoes is that it 
is baked in the Pot instead of in the Pan].” 

SUTRA (36). 

► ISiddhanta] — In reality, it should be taken as the ‘Cooked 

Rice *, because of the connection with ‘ food \ 

BMsya. 

The term ‘ Charu ’ is used in the sense of Cooked Rice also : in the 
present case, it is more reasonable to take the term as standing for the 
Cooked Rice than for the Pot. — “ Why ? ” — Because of the connection with 
Jood ; i.e. all cultured people offer sacrifices to deities with substances that 
can be eaten, not with what cannot be eaten ; — from the practice of these 
•cultured people we infer the Smrti, and from the Smrti, the basis of Vedic 
text. — Hence it follows that the offering substance is modified through Cooked 
Mice [i.e. it is Cooked Rice that is offered in place of the Cake]. 

SOTRA (37). 

^Objection continued ] — “ It cannot be so ; because in that case 

THE TEEM WOULD HAVE TWO MEANINGS. 




“ The term ‘ Charu * cannot be taken as denoting the Cooked Rice ;— 
why? — because in that case, it would come to have two meanings; 
And as it is well known as denoting the Pot, its action in signifying the 
Cooked Rice would have to be regarded as indirect indication, based upon 
the connection (of the Rice) with the Pot. — Then again, in the case of such 
words, it is not right to attribute to them more than one meaning, —Hence 
it mu^t be admitted that the offering-substance is modified through the 
Pot.— It has been urged that — ‘ Cultured people offer sacrifices to deities 
with such things as can be eaten, and hence there must be a Smrti in support 
of such practice ’.—The answer to this is as follows : — This inference that has 
been put forward is refuted by the directly perceptible text to the contrary ; 
from the directly perceptible text we learn that the sacrifice is to be per- 
formed with the Pot. — 1 How so ? ’ — Because it is well known that the term 
' Charu' signifies the Pot ; so that there can he no justification for taking 
the term ‘ Charu 5 in its indirect figurative sense on the basis of mere usage ; 
— even if such an assumption were made, it would mean the rejection, of 
the direct signification of the word by usage ; and this cannot be right ; in 
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fact, it would be right to regard the usage itself as wrong, in view of the- 
direct signification of the word ; as we find in the case of the sentences— 

1 Shulaishcha masarena chdvabhrtharmbhyavayanti % 6 Prajdpatyam chanim 
nirvapet sbatakrsnalamdyiiskawah (?}.” 

SUTRA (38). 

[Objection continued — second Purvapaksa put forward '] — “ Ik reality, the 

‘ OhARTJ ’ MUST BE TAKEN AS INVOLVING THE MODIFICATION OF 

the Pan ; in a case of doubt, the matter is deter- 
mined BY ‘ UTILITY ’ AND ‘ REASON 

Bhdsya. 

“ In fact, the very first proposition — that the ‘ Charu ’ is a modification 
of the offering -substance -* cannot be proved ; In regarding it as a modifica- 
tion of the Pot, it would be necessary to assume, from Practice, the Vedie 
text as the basis of the Smrti (on which the Practice would be based); — > 
lastly, if the modification were through Cooked Rice, then it would necessitate 
the assumption of an indirect figurative meaning for the term, on the basis 
of its connection with the Pot; — but there is yet another way available : 
that the ‘ Charu V be taken as the modification of the Pan.— For these- 
reasons, the particle ‘ vd ’ (in the Sutra) should be taken as rejecting all the 
aforesaid views and we put forward the view that the ‘ Charu ’ is a modifictt- 
tion of the Pan . — The modification of the Pan also is of use to Stirya ; hence 
it can be spoken of as * Saurya \ — There is reason also in support of the 
view in the shape of the fact that cooking can be done in the Pot. — Thus 
there being some doubt regarding the view that ‘ Charu * is a modification 
of the offering -substance, we should accept the view that it involves a modi- 
fication of the Paw,” 

SUTRA (39). 

[Objection and Purvapaksa (B) continued] — “ Also because there is a 

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE SECONDARY AND THE PRIMARY.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ There is a clear difference between the Secondary and the Primary ; 
it may be right to set aside the Secondary ; but it can never be right to set 
aside the Primary ; this has been explained under SO. 12. 2. 25.” 

SUTRA (40). 

[Objection and Purvapaksa , (B) continued ] — “Also because when the 
‘ Charu ’ is spoken of, another offering-substance is 

MENTIONED.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ In a case where the Charu is spoken of, there is mention of another 
offering-substance — 5 Prdjapatydm ghrte charum nirvapet shatakrsnalamdytis- 
kamah % where the offering -material mentioned is ‘ 100 gold-pieces % and 



ADHXAYA X, PADA I, ADfflXARANA (12). 


1667 


the Chant is only something related to that substance. That gold -pieces 
can be used for offering is clearly shown by the text that says — ‘One 
makes offerings of four Krsnalas each.” 

SUTRA (41). 

[Objection and Purvapaksa (B) concluded]—” Also because we find- 

A TEXT INDICATIVE OF THE SAME CONCLUSION.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ There is the declaration—' Marutaheharunnirvapet prmlndm dugdhe 
praiyahgavam grdrmkdmah ’ where the offering-substance mentioned is the 
Priyaftgu-com cooked in milk ; — as for the Charu it is a product of Clay 
(in the shape of the Pan), and not a product of Priyangu-eoms. — Hence the 
offering-substance is something entirely different, and the Chant involves- 
only a modification of the Pan.” 

SUTRA (42). 

[Answer to objection and Purvapaksa (B)] — In fact, it should be 
UNDERSTOOD AS ‘ ODANA ’ (COOKED RlCE) ; BECAUSE 

OF THE USE. 

Bhdsya. 

From the use of the Nominal affix — in the expression ‘ Sauryashcharuh 
kartavyah ’—-it follows that the ■ Charu ’ is a modification of the offering - 
substance. According to the Purvapaksa view, the action taken in accordance 
with the injunction * Sauryah charuh kartavyah ’ would be that the Cake 
would be offered (but cooked in a pot) ; — if this were done, then the idea 
derived from the injunction, that ‘it is the Charu that should be offered and 
thereby' connected with Siirya \ would become set aside ; — so that in offering 
the Cake , the connection established with Siirya would be of a thing that is in- 
capable of such connection, and not of that which is capable.— If then, the 
original offering -substance {Cake) is modified (at the Saurya sacrifice),— then 
the modification should be by means of the Cooked Rice ; because from the 
Himalaya down to Cape Comorin, the term ‘ Charu ’ is recognised as 
denoting Cooked Rice; and in that case we secure the proper connection 
(with the Deity) of something to be eaten. 

It has been argued (in Su. 37) that — “it is not right to attribute two 
meanings to one word ”. — It is certainly not right to attribute two meanings 
to a word ; hut why should there be this impropriety in taking the term 
‘ Chant’ as denoting Cooked Rice, by reason of its denoting the Pot , — and 
not in taking it as denoting Pot, by reason of its denoting Cooked Rice? 
In fact there are texts declaring that the term ‘ Charu ’ denotes Cooked 
Rice, — such as * Anavasrdvitdnturusimpakvo vishadasiddha odanmhchamh ’ 
P Charu is that Cooked Rice from which the water has not been strained. 
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which ha s been cooked by internal heat and which has become soft and 
yet the grains remain distinct ’].- — This has been explained above under 
Sutra 3. 3. 38. Smrti is more authoritative than Practice ; hence it follows 
that the term * Gharu 5 denotes Cooked Rice ; so that in the case in question 
it is through Cooked Rice that the offering-substance is modified ; — this will 
also serve the purpose that the sacrifice shall be offered with something to 
be eaten. Further, there is no such substance appertaining to Surya as 
would be connected with the Gharu. — It may be argued that “there is 
the Cake which would come in under the General Law — But that cannot 
be ; the General Law (applying the details of the archetype to the ectype) 
•comes in after the injunction of the action (ectype) has been fully accom- 
plished ; — as a matter of fact, there is no injunction of the sacrifice ( Saurya ) 
before the word * charuh ’ has been pronounced ; because what the term 

* sacrifice 5 connotes is the connection of a Deity with a substance ; — hence 
it is clear that the term ■ Gharu ’ which comes in the wake of the injunction 
(of the act), can never qualify the Gake ; for the simple reason that the 
General Law can come in only later on. 

SUTRA (43). 

Also because it has been spoken of as something new. 
Bhasya. 

For the following reason also we conclude that the offering-substance 
is modified through Cooked Rice. — “For what reason?” — For this reason 
that it is spoken of as something new * Says the text — ‘ The deities prospered 
in this world through the Cake, and in the other world, through Gharu ’ ; 
where having spoken of the ‘prosperity’ through the Cake, it goes on to 
add * through the Gharu in the other world ’ ; if the term ‘ Gharu ’ denoted 
only the Pot and the Gharu were only a modified Pot, — then the Gharu 
would come in in that same connection in which the Gake came in ; so that the 
•statement that ‘ through the Gake the deities prospered in this world ’ would 
mean the same as that ‘they prospered in this world through the Gharu ’ ; 
— ff that were so then there would be no justification for the second clause 

* through Gharu in the other world where the * Gharu ’ is spoken of as 
something different (from the ‘ Cake ’). — From this also it follows that the 
•offering-substance is modified through the Cooked Rice. 

SUTRA (44). 

TO THE SAME EFFECT WE FIND AN INDICATIVE TEXT ALSO. 

Bhasya. 

If this view is accepted then it is possible to explain an. indicative text 
that we find. — “ How ? ” — There is the text — ‘ Adityah prayanlyash - 
•charuh aditya udayanlyah ’ ; and in this connection there is the further text 
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— ‘ Ajyaayaiva charumabhipurya chatura djyabhdgan yajati, pathydm svasti- 
mi^tvdgnlsormu yajati , agnisomavistvd savitaram yajati , aditimodanena ’ ; — 
here- we have the injunction of the four ‘ Ajyabhaga * offerings ; — now ‘ as 
regards the (last) offering to ‘ Aditi it is a reiteration of what has gone 
before in the former text ‘ Adityashcharuh ’ ; — so, that the ‘ Charu ’ (of the 
first text) is spoken of (in the second text) as ‘ Qdana' (Cooked Bice) ; — 
which shows that the offering -substance is modified through the Cooked 
Bice. 

The following is yet another text indicative of the same conclusion — 
* Yadi tavdulo vidyate dmarUad havih ay at' (‘If the rice were there, it ‘would 
be a raw offering-substance ’) here the term * havili * (offering-substance) 
has been applied to the Bice ; which also shows that tn the case in question, 
the offering -substance is modified through the .Cooked Bice. 



Adhikarana (13) i The Oookccl Rice to be ojfo 6(1 to 
Swrya is to be cooked in a Pot . 

StjTRA (45). 

[POrvapak§a (A) — continued] — “ It should be done in the Pan, 
IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE ARCHETYPE J SPECIALLY BECAUSE 
NO OTHER SUBSTANCE HAS BEEN MENTIONED. 

Bhasya. 

There is the '•Cooked Rice’ spoken, of in the text — • On-r desiring 
Bralimio glory should offer Cooked Rice to Surya ' ; we have learnt above 
that the offering-substance in the Retype is the Cooked Rioe ; now the 
question arises — In what (vessel) is the rice to be cooked ? 

The likely view that presents, itself first of all is as follows : — •“ There 
can be no restriction in the matter,— such as that ‘the cooking must 
be done in pans-' ; in fact, it could be cooked in any vessel that might be 
obtained. — If the Pan be taken as coming in by virtue of the General Law, 
then, like the Pan, the number {eight) also of the Pan should come in. 
Then again, in connection with the Archetype also there is no such injunc- 
tion as that * the cooking should be done in the pans ’ ; all that, is said in 
the text is that ‘it is one baked on eight pans’ ; — and when this number 
{eight) comes in, what comes to be enjoined (in regard to the Saurya) is the 
presence of eight pans, not anything else ; — as a matter of fact however, the 
number {eight) does not come in; for the simple reason that the ‘Cooked 
Rice’ cannot be cooked, liike the cake, on several pans.— On the other 
hand, if the mere Pan came in, then ‘ the presence of eight pans’, which 
had been enjoined, would not come in.— From all this it follows that the 
Cooked Bice should be cooked in any vessel that may be available.” 

“As against this view ” — says the Purbapaksin , — “ we assert as follows : 
It should be done in the Pan, in accordance with the Archetype ; specially 
because no other substance has been mentioned i.e. the ‘ Cooked Rioe ’ should 
be Cooked in the Pan ; as thus alone would the words ‘ like the Archetype ’ 
(in the General Law that ‘ the Retype should be performed like the Arche - 
type') be followed ; nor is there any other substance mentioned ;— and there 
must be restriction [that is, the vessel used must be the Pan only]. 

“ It has been argued that ‘ like the Pan, the number {eight) also would 
come in.’ — This has got to be refuted [and the refutation is as follows] — 

StJTRA (46). 

[Purvapah^a (A) — concluded] — “It should be done in one only, 

BECAUSE OF IMPOSSIBILITY.” ' 

Bhasya. 

“If it is not possible for the Cooked Bice to be cooked in several pans, 
then, by reason of this impossibility, it should be cooked in one pan only. 
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If it be argued that what the words ‘ astdkapdlo bhavati 5 means is that 
.* it should be cooked in eight pans \ — we deny this ; if, by reason of impos- 
sibility, the number ‘ eight ’ cannot come in, then the Pan alone would 
come in.” 

StJTRA (47). 

[Purvapaksa (B)] — “ What has been asserted above cannot be 

DONE, BECAUSE OF THE PRESENCE OF A DIFFERENT SUBSTANCE ; 

THAT WHICH IS USED IN THE COOKING OF THE CAKE WOULD ' 

HAVE TO HOLD WATER, IN THE COOKING OF RlOE ; IN 
FACT THE VESSEL TO BE USED SHOULD BE ONE 
THAT WILL SERVE THE PURPOSE ; CONSE- 
QUENTLY THERE SHOULD BE NO RESTRIC- 
TION IN REGARD TO VESSELS THAT 
ARE EQUALLY CAPABLE OF 
SERVING THE PURPOSE/’ 

Bhdsya. 

“The Bice should not be cooked in pans; — Why 2 — Because of the 
presence of a different svhstan ce.—The Pan is used in the cooking of Oakes, 
with a view that the heat of the Pan itself brings about the cooking of the 
Cake if, however, the Pan were used for the cooking of Rice, it would 
have ‘to hold water, as in the ease of the Rice, the cooking is brought about 
by the heat of the water ; and in this case, the cooking is not brought about 
by the heat of the Pan. Thus then, if the Pan were used for the holding 
of water, it would not be used for the purpose for which it is . used at the 
Archetype ; and to that extent, the General Law would not be followed.' — 
Prom all this it follows that the vessel to be used should be one that will serve 
the purpose ; and hence, in regard to vessels that are equally capable of serving 
the purpose (of cooking the - Rice), there should be no restriction as to which 
one of them should be used.” 

SUTRA (48). 

[Siddhanta]— In fact, it should be pone in the Pot [in- the case 
of Rioe], because we find texts indicative of that view. 

Bhd§ya. 

In fact, the cooking in question should be done in the Pot, There is 
the following text indicative of that view — ‘ Yasu sthali$u % ormhsyuh IS 
eharamh syuh ’ [‘ Those pots that contained tho Soma should be used in 
the cooking of Ri^e 5 ] ; this text speaks of the Rice as; to be cooked in the 
Soma-pots, and hence specially indicates the Pot as the vessel to contain the 
Cooked Rice. 

Says the Opponent-^*' What you bring forward is merely an indicative 
text ; please state some reasons.” 
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Answer— As a matter of fact, the cooking of what is known as ‘ cooked' 
Rice 5 is found to be done in the pot, never in a frying-pan or a pan.— 
From all this it follows that the cooking of Rice shouid be done in the Pot. 


Question “What is the purpose served by all this discussion as to- 

whether the * Charu ’ involves a modification of the Pan or it is made an 
offering -substance in the form of Cooked Bice ? ” 

Answer (a) If the ‘ Charu ’ involves a modification of the Pan, the 

grinding would have to be done, as the need for it would not have dis- 
appeared; on the other hand if 6 Charu' 1 were an offering-substance in the 
form of Cooked Rice, then there would be no grinding ; as the grinding of 
the grains is needed only for the making of Oakes.— (6) Further, under the 
Purvapaksa view, it is necessary to mix the flour with water for the purpose 
of obtaining the dough ; . while under the Siddhanta, this would not be 
necessary. — (c) So also with the placing of the. flour in a vessel for mixing 
water. — {d) Heating also (of the Pan) for the purposes of cooking would 
have to be done from below, under the Purvapaksa view; not so under the 
Siddhanta. — (e) Similarly with the placing of the Pan on the Fire. — (/) 
tinder the Purvapaksa, the dough would have to be spread out and 
smoothened ; hot so under the Siddhanta.— (g) Under the Purvapaksa, 
it would be necessary to place live coals over the tiling ; not so under the 
Siddhanta ; as it is only for the purpose of the cooking of the upper portion 
(of the Cake). — ( h ) So also with the applying of heat all round (with flaming 
grass).— r(i) Under the Purvapaksa, the thing has to be taken out of the 
Pau and kept aisde, because it is necessary to do it; .under the Siddhanta, 
there would he no necessity for doing it ; and hence it would not be done ; 
because the taking out and keeping aside has to be done because there is need 
for it ; and that which is done on this ground is not transferred to another 
act under the General Law. 


Or, we may take each of these nine items separately — each being dealt 
with in a separate Adhikarana, in the following nine Adhikaranas. 


Adhikarana (14): There is to he no * grinding ’ in 

connection with the c Cooked Bice ’ to he offered 
at the 4 Sdurya 5 sacrifice. ‘ 

SUTRA (49). 

[PflRYAPAK?A]— “ IN THIS CASE ‘ GRINDING ’ SHOULD BE DONE ; AS 
THE NEED EOR IT HAS NOT DISAPPEARED.” 

Bhasya, 

There is the offering of Cooked Rice laid down in the text— ‘ Sauryan- 
charunnirvapet brahrmvarchasakamah ’ [* Desiring Brahmie glory, one should 
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ADHYAYA X, PADA I, ADHIKARANA. (14). 

Cooked Rice dedicated to Surya ’] we have understood that the 
offing-substance meant by ‘ Charu ’ is Cooked Rice.— The question that 
Anne* now is-— Should grinding be done in the ease of Cooked Rice [as it is 
done in the case of the Cake at the Agrieya] — or not ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is that- — “ Grinding should be 
dons, as the need for it has not disappeared,— and it is possible to do the 
grinding to the Rice 

SUTRA (50). 

[Siddhanta] — Thebe should be no performance of the grinding ; 

AS IT IS FOR THE PURPOSE OF MAKING THE CAKE. 

Bhasya, 

Even though it is possible to do the grinding to the Rice, yet it is not 
to be done. As for the Cake, it eaanot be made without the grinding (of 
the com) ; the Cooked Rice , on the other hand, is obtained without the grind- 
ing ; in fact the grinding would actually destroy it ; as in that case it would 
become either dough or gruel or something like oil-cake. — Hence we conclude 
that in the case of Cooked Rice, grinding is excluded. 


Adhikarana (15) : The * mixing of water ’ need not he 

done in the case of the ‘ Cooked Rice ’ to he offered 
to Surya. 

SUTRA (51)’ • 

The i MIXING OF WATER ’ ALSO (need not be done) ; AS it is meant 
FOR MAKING THE DOUGH. 

Bhasya. 

H«ce also the ‘Cooked Rice’ may be taken as the example. 

In connection with the Archetype (i.e. the Agheya) we read— PranUd- 
bhirhavimsi samyauli ’ With water from the Praytita-ve ssel, one mixes 
water with the offering-substance -In regard to this there arises the 
question — In the case of the Cooked Rice (which is the substance offered at 
the Eetype, the Saurya) — should the ‘mixing of water’ be done or not ? 
— The Purvapaksa is that “it should be done, as it can be done ”. — In 
answer to this, we have the Siddhanta, that even though it can be done, 
it should not be done ; because it is for the purpose of making the dough 
of the flour that water is mixed ; and the dough is needed for making the 
Cake, not for obtaining the Cooked Rice.. 
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shabara-bhIsya : 


Adhikarana (16) : There is to be no 4 Throwing into 

the vessel in connection with the 4 Cooked 
Rice ’ to be offered to iSurya. 

SUTRA (52). 

So also the ‘ Throwing of the dough into the vessel \ as it is 

FOR THE SAME PURPOSE. 
j Bhasya. 

The ‘ Cooked Rice ’ is again to be treated as the case in question. 

In connection with the archetypal Agneya we read — ‘ He throws the 
dough into the vessel’, connecting it with the deities, reciting the ' Mantra, 
* Savitrprasuta, etc. 5 . — In regard to the Cooked Rice, there arises the question 
—Should, or should not, this ‘ Throwing into the vessel * be done ?— The 
Purmpahsa view is that — “ inasmuch as it can be done, and as it is necessary 
to follow the General Law, it should be done — In answer to this, we have 
the Siddhlnta that at the Archetype, this act is dene for the purpose of 
‘mixing with water 5 (and making the dough); but in the ease of the 
Cooked Rice, there is no need for the ‘ mixing with water ’ (or making the 
dough)— [Hence it need not be done]. 


Adhik arana (17) : The 4 Heating of the Pan 5 need not 

he done in connection with the Cooked Rice to be 
offered, to Surya. 

SUTRA (53). 

So also the ‘ Heating of the Pan as it is for the purpose of 

COOKING THE LOWER PORTION. 

Bhasya. 

Again there is a question regarding the Cooked Rice. — In connection 
with the Archetype (Agneya), the ‘ Heating of the Pans ’ has been laid down 

as to be done with the 'Mantra — ‘ Vasunam rudrdnam, etc. etc tapya- 

dhmm — The question is — Is this ‘ Heating of the Pans * to be done in 
connection with the Cooked Rice, or not ? — The Purvapakaa is that “ it 
should be done, In accordance with the General Law that ‘the Eetype should 
be performed like the Archetype ”\ — The answer to this is that the said 
‘ Heating ’ is done for the purpose of cooking the lower part of the Cake ; 
and hence the General Law' does not apply this to the case of the Cooked 
Rice (where there is no upper or lower part). 
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Adhikabana (18) : There is to be no £ Placing of the Pan 

° upon the Fire ’ in connection with the ‘ Cooked 
Rice ’ to be offered to Surya. 

SUTRA (54). 

So also the e Placing of the Pan on the Fire \ as this 

ALSO IS FOR THAT PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

la connection with, the Cooked Riee again, there arises the question 
regarding the 4 Placing of the Pan upon the Pire ’ — Should it» be done or 
not f — The Purvapaksa is that— “ it should be done, because of the General 
Law that the Ectype should be performed like the Archetype It has to 
be excluded however, because this also is for the purpose of Cooking the 
lower part (of the Cake). 


Adhikaraha (19) : There is to be no ‘ spreading out and 

smoothening 5 in connection with the Cooked Rice to 
be offered to Surya. 

SUTRA (55). 

The ‘Spreading and Smoothening’ also (should not be done), 

AS THERE IS NO CAKE. 

Bhdsya. 

In regard to the ‘Spreading out and Smoothening’ there is the same 
question as to whether or not it should be done in connection with the 
Cooked Rice. — -In connection with the Archetype (Agrnya) we read — 
4 Reciting the Mantra, XJrupraihd, etc., he spreads out the Cake Reciting 
the Mantra, Sante tanva tanuh, etc., ho smoothens it’. — The question is — 
Should these two act® be done in the ease of Cooked Rice ?— The Purvapaksa 
is that, “in accordance with the General Law, they should be done — 
But it has to be excluded by reason of the fact that the substance in this 
case is not a Cake (which alone needs to be spread out). 
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SHABABA-BHA§YA : 


Adhikarana (20) : There is to be no 1 Covering up with live 

coals 5 in the case of Cooked Rice to he offered to 
Surya . 

SUTRA (56). 

So also the ‘ Covering bp with live coals ’ ; as this is meant foe 

THE COOKING OF THE UPPER PORTION. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Archetype ( Agrieya ) we read — * Places live coals 
on the Cake with the ladle — The question is — Should this be done in the 
case of the Cooked Rice to be offered to Surya The Purvapakm is that 
—“in view of the General Law that the Eetype should be performed like 
the Archetype, it should be done ”, — In answer to this we have the Siddhdnta 
that the act in question is done in connection with the Cofee for the purpose 
of the cooking of its upper portion ; and as there is no upper part to be 
cooked in the case of Cooked Rice, the act becomes excluded. 


Adhikarana (21) : There is to he no 4 applying of Heat all 
round ’ in the case of Cooked Rice to he offered to 
Surya. 

SUTRA (57). 

SO ALSO THE ‘ APPLYING OF HEAT ALL BOUND 



In connection with the Daralia-Purnamdsa, we read — ‘He applies heat 
all round the Cake with tufts of Kusha-grass’. — In regard to the Cooked 
Rice to be offered to Surya, there arises the question — Should the act be 
done or not ? — The Purvapaksa is that — “ it should be done, in accordance 
with the General Law that the Eetype should be performed like the 
Archetype — But it has to be excluded as this also is done in the case of 
the Cake for the purpose of the cooking of its upper portion. 


ADHYlYA X, Pi DA I, ADHIKARANA (22). 
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Admkarana (22): There is to be no ‘ Taking out and 
keeping aside 5 in the case of the Cooked Rice to 
be offered to Surya. 

SCTRA (58) 

So also the ‘ Taking out and keeping aside * ; as it has not been 
so mentioned in connection with the Archetype. 

BM$ya. 

In connection with the Archetype {Agniya) we read-—' Keeps the 
offering-materials within the altar ’ ; this is done at the Agniya in this 
manner that the Cake is taken out of the Pan and then kept. — In connection 
with the Cooked Bice, there arises the question — Should it be taken out’ 
of the Pot arid kept aside ? Or the taking out is not to he done ? — The 
Purvapak?a view is that — “ inasmuch as it is done at the Archetype, it 
should be done in the case in question”.— -In answer to this we have the 
following Siddhdnta i — The Taking out and keeping aside also ( should not he 
d/me), as it is not so mentioned in connection with the Archetype ; — as a matter 
of fact, in connection with the Archetype also there is no such declaration 
as that ‘ the Cake should be kept after having been taken out of the Pans — 
it is so taken out only because of the needs of the situation ; and what is 
done only by reason of the exigencies of the situation is not transferred by 
the General Law (to the Ectype). ‘Hence it follows that there is to be no 
‘ Taking out’. In fact, if this ‘Taking out’ were to be done, it could be 
done only after it has been dried and become like the wood-apple ; and in 
that case, the Pot would be broken. Hence we conclude that in connection 
with the Cooked Rice, there should be no ‘ Taking out and keeping aside ’. 


End of Pdda i of Adhyaya X. 



ADHYAYA X. 

PADA II. 

A T) t -tttt at? . a iy a (1) : ‘ Cooking ’ has to he done also in the 

case where the c Charu ’ consists of gold-pieces. 

SUTRA (I). 

[Purvapaksa] — “ In the case of gold-pieces, thebe should be no 
‘ Cooking as thebe is no need bob it.” 



There is. the injunction-—' Prdjdpcdyam charum nirvapet ghrte shaia- 
krmalamdywMrnah ’ ['Desiring longevity, one should offer to Prajdpati the 
Charu in the shape of a Hundred gold -pieces in Clarified Butter ’]• 

In connection with this, there arises the question — Does the General 
Law of ‘ Cooking ’ apply to the gold-pieces and hence it should be performed ? 
Or does it not apply to it and hence, it is not to be performed ? 

On thiB question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ Cooking should 
not be done to the gold-pieces ; at the Archetype, the cooking is done for 
the purpose of preparing the Cake ; while in the case in question, even without 
the cooking, the gold-pieces remain * gold-pieces ’ [and these are what are 
needed]. Hence the Cooking is not transferred to the gold-pieces, and it 
should, therefore, not be done.” 

SUTRA (2). 

[SlDDHANTA] — I n BEALITY, IT SHOULD BE DONE, BECAUSE IT IS DIBECTLY 
ENJOINED, JUST LIKE THE ACT OF ‘ OFFERING ’. 

Bhasya. 

In reality, Cooking should be done (to the gold-pieces) ; it does not 
come in by virtue of the General Law; there is a direct injunction of their 
Cooking, in the text — ‘ Cooks them in Clarified Butter ’ ; it is to be done, 
not for the purpose for which it is done at the Archetype ; it is to be done 
by virtue of the direct injunction, for some transcendental purpose ; just as, 
though the gold-pieces are not fit for eating, yet they are offered by virtue 
of the direct injunction, so should the Cooking of them also be done. 



Adhikara^a (2) : In the case of the gold-piece, the 1 Upas- 
tarana 5 and the i Abhigkdrana' > should 
not be done. 

SUTRA (3). 

Thebe should be ho * Upastarana 5 and 4 Abhigharana *, because 

THEY ARE FOR THE PURPOSE OF NECTARIS ATION . 



In regard to the 4 Charu ’ in the shape of gold-pieces, there arises the 
question — The 4 Upastarana ’ (Rubbing) and 4 AbhighSrana ’ (Pouring out) 
that are done at the Archetype, in accordance with the text. ‘When one 
rubs and pours out, he makes the libation nectarine’, — rare these two, 
Rubbing and Pouring out, to be done in connection with the gold-pieces — 
or not 1 

On this question, the view that naturally presents itself (as the 
SiddMnta ) is as follows: — There should be no performance of the ‘rubbing ’ 
and. the 4 pouring out ’ — why ? — because they are for the purpose of 1 nectarisa - 
tion ’ ; these two acts are done for the purpose of 4 nectarising ’ (the 
oblation) ; ’says the text— ‘When one scatters and, pours out, he nectarises 
the libation’, where the citing of the likeness of ‘nectar’ shows that the 
acts serve the purpose of -making the libation tasty ; and as there can be no 
taste in the gold-pieces, the said acts should not be performed. 

SUTRA (4). 

[Piirvapaksa argument against SiddMnta] — 44 In fact, the acts in 

QUESTION SHOULD RE DONE ; AS THE TEXT IS ONLY A DECLA- 
MATORY STATEMENT ; AND THE ACTS SERVE THE 
PURPOSE OF MERE CONTACT.” 

Bha§ya. 

44 The 4 Rubbing * and the ‘Pouring out’ should be done, — in accord' 
anee with Sutra 10. 1. 1— -‘ Inasmuch as the Injunction has been transferred 
to the entire context, all the details should be performed’,— It has been 
argued that— ‘ the acts are done for the purpose of making the libations 
tasty ’ j. hut as a matter of fact, in connection with tlfe Archetype, they have 
not been laid down as being for the purpose of ‘ tastiness’,— there being 
no such expressions as— ‘it should be made tasty’. — Hence the text — 
c makes the libations nectarine ’ must be regarded as a. merely declamatory 
statement; in fact,, what is done ,(by the, two acts) is Mere smearing of the 
Clarified Butter and of the offering -substance ; — and -.this contact can be 
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SHABARA-BHlSYA : 


done in the case of the gold-pieces also : hence there should be no exclusion 
of the acts in question.” 

SUTRA (5). 

[Answer] — In fact, the acts should not be done ; because there 
IS ASSERTION of ‘ MAKING up ’ BY means of four ; and what 
IS MADE UP WITH IT WOULD BE THE ‘ QUADRUPLE 

Oblation 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ vd ’ (‘ in fact ’) rejects the view just set forth. 

There should he no performance of the two acts. — “Why ? ” — Because 
there is assertion of 'making up ■’ by means of four, — in the text * Chatvari 
krqnaldni avadyati ’ [‘ He offers four gold-pieces — “ What do you mean ? ” 

. — There are four gold-pieces which make up four oblations, — one gold - 
piece taking the place of one oblation ; and for this reason the two acts of 
‘ rubbing'’ and ‘ pouring out ’ should be excluded.— -Similarly there is 
assertion of ‘ accomplishment ’ also, in the -text — ‘ He offers four gold- 
pieces for the making up of the Quadruple Oblation ’ ; and it is only when 
something is not there that it is ‘made up’ by means of another thing ; — 
for this reason also the ‘Rubbing’ and the ‘Pouring out’ should not be done.— 
If it were made up with it — and with the ‘Rubbing ’ and ‘ Pouring then, 
it would be the full Quadruple Oblation by itself, and in that case the use 
of the term ‘ make up ’ would be incompatible with it. [The 4 Rubbing ’ 
and * Pouring ’ serve the purpose of accomplishing the Quadruple Oblation, 
hence if these were done in the case in question, the Quadruple Oblation 
would be already accomplished and there would be no need of its being 
‘ made up * by means of * four gold-pieces ’ as declared in the former text.] 

SUTRA (6). 

[Purvapaksa view reiterated ] — “ There should be performance of 

THE ACTS ; BECAUSE THE EXACT MEASURE OF THE PRINCIPAL 
OBLATION HAS BEEN LAID DOWN ; AND IT COMES IN AS 
A SUBSIDIARY BY VIRTUE OF 
' SIMILARITY.” . : 



“As a matter of fact, there should be performance of the acts in 
question— for the purpose of obeying the General Law.— In connection 
with the Archetype, the exact measure of the principal oblation has been 
laid down in the text ‘ Offers to deities an oblation of the size of the 
• thumb -j oint ’ ; In the text quoted by the Siddhamti/n also the term ' gold - 
piece ’ denotes a certain measure and it is connected with the number 
four, in the text— 1 he offers four gold-pieces ’ this does not mean that 
the four original oblations (of Clarified Butter) are of the size of a gold- 
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piece ; in fact the term * Kr§nala ’ (gold-piece) denotes a definite measure 
of gold, and it cannot denote a measure of Clarified Butter . — The said 
measure (of gold) therefore cannot exclude the substance; as the purpose 
served by a substance (Butter) cannot be served by a quality (measure); 
the measure ( c Krsnala \ gold-piece) can only serve that purpose at the 
ectype, which is served by the measure (‘thumb-joint’) at the Archetype ; 
and hence all that it can do is to exclude from the Ectype this latter 
measure. For instance, when it is said- — ‘ Here is curd, clarified butter, 
vegetable® and here is rice, — feed Devadatta ; feed, like Devadatta, 
Yajnadatta with oil’,— -we know that the use of the oil lies in lubricating 
the food, and hence in the food of Yajnadatta, it can exclude (from among 
the articles mentioned in the first part of, the sentence) Only the Clarified 
Butter , which also serves the same purpose of lubricating the food,— -and 
not the vegetable or the curd or the rice. Similarly in the case in question, 
what the second measure (‘ Krsnala ’) does is to measure the principal obla- 
tion (the substance) itself, and as such it would exclude only the original 
measure (‘ thumb- joint ’) of the substance, not the substance (Clarified Butter) 
itself ; — and from the Context, the second measure ( Krsnala ) would apper- 
tain to the principal oblation, not to the ‘ Rubbing ’ and ‘Pouring’.— 
From all this it follows that these acts should not be excluded.” 

StJTRA (7). 

“Also because they form a single oblation.” 

Bhasya. 

“ The following text shows that the four (gold-pieces) form a single 
oblation — ‘ Four gold-pieces form one oblation ’ : in the other case there 
would be four oblations, which would be contrary to the assertion that 
‘ it is a single oblation ’. — For this reason also the acts in question should 
not be excluded.” 

SOTRA (8). 

“ AS FOR THE MENTION OF ‘ MAKING UP \ THAT IS DUE TO THE 
. SAMENESS QF NUMBER.” 

Bhasya. 

[The Purvapahsin continues)-— “ Tt has been argued (under Su. 5) 
that there is mention of ‘ making up’ ; — but this is only a commendation 
of the number ‘ four — the sense being that ‘ the great virtue of the number 
four is such that the offering of a single oblation makes up four oblations ’. 
For instance, when the VaAshvadeva is mentioned in connection with the 
morning-extraction — in the text ‘ Pratahsawnl vd eiad vmslwadem-yajnam 
samsthapayati — it means only a commendation of the VadsJwadeva, not the 
exclusion of other extractions ; similarly in the case in question, we have the 
commendation of the number Four, not the exclusion of the acts of ‘Rubbing* 
and ‘Pouring’.” 



shabara-bhasya : 
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SUTRA (9). 

[Objection to last Sutra ] — But the mention or * making up 5 with 

REFERENCE TO WHAT ARE ALREADY THERE IS USELESS. 

Bhasya. 

The particle 6 tu ’ (‘but’) sets aside the view that the sentence is a 
commendation of the number Four. As a matter of fact, when the 
‘ Rubbing ’ and the ‘ Pouring out ’ are already there, the mention of their 
‘making up’ cannot be a commendation. It is only when something is 
spoken of as bringing about (or making up) what has not been there, that 
it is regarded as indicating its efficiency, and is commended as such; 
— if, on the other hand, it makes up what is already there, then it means 
that it is useless, and this means no commendation. Thus the mention of ■ 
‘making up’ .in reference to the ‘Rubbing’ and ‘Pouring out’, which 
are already there, would be useless. Hence you should put forward another 
answer (to the Siddhdnta argument of Su. 5). 

SUTRA (10). 

[The Purvapaksin suggests another answer to Su. 5] — “ There should 

BE OPTION ; AS ‘ ONE OBLATION ’ ALSO HAS BEEN 

MENTIONED.” 

Bhasya. 

The particle ‘ tu ’ implies the rejection of the view that the ‘ rubbing ’ 
and ‘ pouring out ’ are to be excluded because of the mention of ‘ making 
up’. 

“ You say that from the indicative premise in the shape of the mention 
of ‘ making up ’ we infer the exclusion of the two acts ; similarly from the 
indicative premise in the shape of the mention of ‘ one oblation ’, it may be 
inferred that there is no exclusion of the acts. — Thus there being optional 
indicatives, the mention of ‘ making up ’ cannot prove the absolute exclusion 
of the acts.” 

SUTRA (11). 

[The Purvapak§in rejects the argument of the Siddhdnta ] — “ If all 

WERE TRANSFORMED, THE REPETITION WOULD BE MEANING- 
LESS ; WHILE (UNDER OUR VIEW), IT WOULD APPERTAIN 
TO THE OTHER OFFERING-SUBSTANCE ; — IF IT WERE 
HELD TO BE FOR THE SAKE OF THE SviSTAKRT- 
OFFERING, THAT WOULD BE MOST 

UNREASONABLE. 

Bhasya. 

The particle ‘ tu ’ in the {Sutra) implies the rejection of the argument 
{of Su. 5) based upon the mention of ‘ making up ’. 



ADHYAYA X, PADA II, ADHIKARANA (2). 1683 

The Purvapaksa continues — “ When the argument based on the mention 
of ‘ making up ’ has been rejected,— if the ‘ four gold-pieces ’ were treated as 
the modification of all the oblations, the repetition (of the term 4 chatvari ’ ) 
in the following text would be meaningless — 4 Chatvari chatvari krmaldnya- 
vadyati samrddhyai \ Under our view on the other hand, the repetition 
would appertain to the other — i.e. the second — ■offering-material.— It might 
be argued that — ‘ Under our view also the repetition would appertain to 
the Svistakrt-oftering ’. — But that cannot be; the reference to the Svistakrt 
v;ouI.d he most unreasonable. It is the principal offering that is connected 
through the Gontext with the Assertion in question ; — and in the case 
in question, the Context is not that of the Svistakrt ; it comes in only by virtue 
of the General Law. — Thus under your view, the repetition would be 
meaningless ; hence the acts of * Rubbing ’ and 4 Pouring out ’ must be done.” 

SUTRA (12). 

[Siddhdntin’s Final Answer to the Purvapaksa] — In reality, there 
SHOULD BE NO PERFORMANCE (OF THE SAID ACTS) ; BECAUSE 
THE NEED DUE TO CONTACT J@AJS CEASED • HENCE THE 
MENTION OF ‘ MAKING UP ’ IS FULLY JUSTIFIED. 

Bhasya. 

There should he no performance of the acts of 4 rubbing ’ and 4 pouring 
— Why ? ” — As a matter of fact, the SruJc is smoothened with the rubbing- 
of Clarified Butter with the view that the small particles of the Cake may 
not stick to it; similarly the ‘pouring’ of Clarified Butter over the Sruk 
is to make sure that all that is contained in it, and not sticking to it, may 
fall in the Fire. — In the case of the gold-piece however, as it is distinct by 
itself, there is no possibility of its sticking to the Sruk, — -by reason of which 
possibility the lubricating of the gold would be done by means of the acts 
of ‘rubbing’ and 4 pouring ’ . — Thus, the original need having ceased in 
connection with the gold-pieces, it is only right that the acts of ‘ rubbing ’ 
and 1 pouring’ should be excluded.— In this way the mention of the ‘making 
up ’ also, — in the text 4 Chatvari kr§nalanyavadyati chaturavattasyaptyai ’ — 
becomes justified. 



Adhikarana (3) : There should he ‘ Eating * in the case of 

‘ Golden Pieces \ 

SUTRA (13). 

[FtTavAPAKSA] — “ Inasmuch as ‘ Eatings ’ are meant for satisfac- 
tion, THERE SHOULD BE NO EATING.” 

Bhasya. 

Here also the subject-matter for consideration is the ‘ Gharu 5 in the 
shape of ‘ a hundred gold-pieces 

At the Archetype, there are eatings (of the remnants of offerings) at 
the time of (1) ‘Ida’, (2) 1 Prdshitra ’, ( 3) ‘ Chaturdhaharana % and (4) 

‘ Shamyuvaha \ 

In regard to these ‘ eatings ’ there arises the question— Should these 
* eatings ’ be done in eases where the ‘ Gharu ’ offered is in the shape of gold- 
pieces ? Or not 

The PurvapaJc§a is that — “It should not be done ; at the Archetype it 
is done for the purpose of bringing satisfaction and thereby imparting 
strength ; in the case of gold, it brings no satisfaction by being eaten ;■ — 
hence there should be no eating 

SUTRA (14). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, there should be ‘ Eating ’ ; because we 

FIND THE MENTION OF ‘ NIRDHANA ’ (‘ DRINKING OFF ’). 

Bhasya. 

In reality, there must be 1 eating ’ of the gold ; because we find, the 
following text speaking of a particular form of eating it — * They eat it by 
drinking off, they eat it by sucking’ ; the text could lay down these special 
methods of eating only if the eating were already known as to be done ; 
otherwise it would have to be taken as laying down the special method of 
eating as also the eating itself ; and in that case there would be syntactical 
split. — Hence we conclude that the eating comes in in the case of gold- 
pieces by virtue of the General Law itself. 

SUTRA (15). 

[ Objection ] — “ The assertion should be taken as that of the Eating 
of the Clarified Butter ; as this does not form part 
of the Archetype.” 

Bhasya. 

“ It is not right that the eatings come in by virtue of the General Law ; 
as a matter of fact, they become excluded on the ground of there being 
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no need, for them. — It has been argued that there is an injunction of special 
methods of eating;— but from that injunction itself, it is clear that the 
sentence 4 They eat it by drinking off, they eat it by sucking ’ enjoins the 
eating of the Clarified Butter ;— the terms 4 drinking off’ and ‘sucking’ 
are only references to what happens when the Butter is being eaten so that 
there is no syntactical split.” 

SUTRA (16). 

[Answer] — In beality, the assertion must be taken as relating 
to the Gold ; like its offering because the Clarified 
Butter is a subordinate factor. 

Bhasya. 

In fact, the assertion relates to the Gold, not to the Clarified Butter.— 
“ Why ? ” — All that is found in the text is 4 bhaksayanti ’ (‘ they eat ’), — 
and nothing is said as to whether they eat this or that. Consequently the 
term (‘ they eat ’) must be related to that which has been spoken of in the 
Context; and what has been spoken of is the Gold, not the Clarified Butter. 
—‘‘How so ? ” — In the text, 1 Prajapatyam charum nirvapet ghrte shata- 
krsnalani V the 4 Charu ’ in the shape of 4 a hundred gold pieces ’ has been 
mentioned for the purpose of being connected with some act, — and the 
Clarified Butter has been mentioned only as a qualification of that 4 Charu \ 
and not by itself ; hence what is connected with the other words of the 
sentence is the 4 Charu not the Clarified Butter. Just as, when it is said 
4 The stick is there on the heap of bricks, strike with it ’, it is understood 
that the striking is to be done with the stick, not with the brick-heap, — in 
the same manner, in the case in question, what is connected with the mention 
of 4 eating ’ is the Charu, not the Clarified BuMer. From all this it follows 
that there should be eating of the Charu, just like its being offered ; i.e. just 
as, though the gold-pieces are not fit for being eaten, yet they are offered , 
so though not fit to be eaten, they may be eaten also. 



Adhikarana (4) : In connection with the 4 Cham ’ in the 

shape of Gold-pieces , the sentence. 4 Ekadha charati * 
means that it should he offered collectively. 

SUTRA (17). 

When it is said t ha t ‘the presentation is to be done once’, it 

IS THE SIMULTANEO U SNESS OF THE 4 BRAHMAN’S SHARES ’ THAT IS 
MEANT ; AS THEY HAVE BEEN PRESENTED AT THE 

Archetype. 

BJidsya. 

In connection with the same (‘Eating of gold, -pieces’), we read ‘He 
presents it to the Brahman Priest once ’. 

In regard .to this there arises the question— Is it siniuUaneousness, 
or only a single presentation, that is meant here (by the term ‘ onee 
* ekadha ’ ) ? 

. The Purvapaksa view is as follows — “ It may mean either simultaneous- 
ness or a single presentation ; there is no restriction. — Why ? — Because the 
word ‘ Ekadha * (‘ once ’) signifies in one way and to make a single pre 
sentation is always one way of doing it, and to present simultaneously also 
is another way. For instance, if a man brings in the cows at one time only, 
he is said to have brought them ‘ Ekadha ’ (‘ once ’) ; similarly if he brings 
a number of them together, simultaneously, then also he is said to have 
brought them 1 Ekadha', ‘ once ’.—Hence in making the presentation, one 
may either make a single presentation, or all the four presentations simul- 
taneously.” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhanta The sentence 
‘ Ekadha brdhmane praharati * is understood to mean that the presentations 
are done simultaneously ; so that the presentation is done of the “ Brahman’s 
share’ as also of the share of the non-Brahman.— Under the other view 
(if a single presentation is made) it is just possible that the presentation of 
some one ‘ share of the Brahman ’ may not be presented at all ; and to 
that exteht the injunction of the archetypal procedure would be transgressed. 
— All these shares are such as have been presented at the Archetype, and 
it is as thus presented that they are brought into the Ectype by the General 
Law ; and under the circumstances, the term ‘ Ekadha ’ (‘ onee ’) can denote 
only simultaneousness. — “ But in connection with the gold-pieces, the Eating 
is one that is done in accordance with a distinct injunction, and it is 
not the same as that which is done at the 'Archetype ; so that the 
archetypal eatings cannot find a place at the Ectype in question.”— 
Answer They may not come in as serving the purpose of embellishing 
the man, but they can certainly come in as embellishing the substance. — 
“ If th ®y come in by virtue of the General Law, why then should they be 
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laid down by a distinct text ? ’’—They are so laid down for the purpose of. 
laying down the method of the Eating.— “The method is already known to 
be either drinking off or sticking, according to circumstances, and it being 
so known, the sentence can be only a reference to it.” — The answer to this 
is that it does not come in in a definite way ; and it is for the purpose of 
restricting the method that Eating has been enjoined separately. 



Adhikarana ( 5 ) : In connection with the 6 Gold-piece * 

Cham ’ all the eating-shares should be presented to 
the Brahman-priest. 

SUTRA (18). 

[POrvapak§a] — “The ‘all’ should be determined by 

‘ THEIR RIGHTS.” 



The same ‘ gold-pieee-CTwzni ’ continues to be the subject-matter of 
discussion. 

In connection with the said Charu, we read — * Presents all to the 
Brahman-priest’. [At the Archetype each of the four Priests, Brahman 
and the rest, has his share kept in four pans, each pan being presented to 
him at the appointed time, — the first at the time of the ‘ Ida-ofiering the 
second at the time of the Prdahitra, the third at the time of the Ghaturdhd - 
Jcarana, and the fourth at the time of the Shamyuvdka.] 

In regard to the said text, there arises the question — Does it mean 
that all the shares of Brahman himself are to be presented to him ? Or that 
the shares of the other priests are taken away from them [so that all the 
shares of all the priests are to be presented to Brahman] ? 

Question — “Under what circumstances would it mean the presentation 
of the Brahman’s own shares only ? And under what conditions would 
the shares of other priests be taken away from them ? 

Answer — If the text means that the ‘ all ’ is predicated in reference to 
the “ presentation to Brahman',-— or that the ‘ presentation ’ is predicated 
in reference to ‘Brahman’s all’,-— then there would be presentation of the 
Brahman’s own shares alone while, if in reference to the ‘ all the 
presentation to Brahman ’ is predicated, — or in reference to the * pre- 
sentation’, ‘all to Brahman’ is predicated, — then the shares of the other 
priests are to be taken away from them. 

On the said question, the PurvapaJc^a is as follows : — “ The ‘ all ’ 
should be taken as pertaining to the shares of Brahman himself. — Why ? — 
Because the ‘presentation to Brahman’ is already known as to be done, 
and hence it cannot be taken as predicated (or enjoined) ; it is only the 
‘ presentation of all (his shares) ’ that is not already known as to be done ; 
hence there can be predication (or injunction) of that alone. — Or, all the 
shares of Brahman being already there, the presentation of some is known 
as to be done, while that of others is not so known ; and it is the presentation 
of these latter that is enjoined in the text. The text therefore Should be 
taken as speaking of only those shares of Brahman to which he is entitled.” 
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SUTRA (19). 

[Siddhanta]— In beauty, thebe should be exclusion of (other) 

MEN ; BECAUSE THEY ARE NOT SPOKEN OF. 



The term ‘ vd ’ (‘in reality ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above. — There should be exclusion of the other priests (from having any 
share). 

(a) If the sentence were construed as ' Yat brahmarie pariharati tat 
sarvam * [‘What one presents to the- Brahman is all ’], then the whole 
injunction would be meaningless.— (b) If the construction were — ‘ Yat 
brakmani tat sarvam pariharati ’ [‘ What is for Brahman, that all one 
presents’], as it is not stated what is for Brahman, 1 for Brahman ’ would be 
no qualification at all, — (c) If the construction be — •* Yat brahma/ne sarvcm tat 
pariharati ’ What is for Brahman, all that he presents ’], then also that 
thing would not be mentioned which is for Brahman . — (c£) No such assertion 
is possible as ‘ Yat sarvam tat pariharati ’ [‘What is all , that one presents’], 
because all is all, — so that further qualification would be needed. — Thus the 
only construction possible is ‘ Sarvam brahmane pariharat/i ’ [‘Presents all 
to the Brahman ’], — whereby the connection of the Charu with the Brahman • 
priest is laid down ; and there is nothing that remains meaningless or useless. 
Hence it follows that the shares of the other priests are taken away 
from them (and presented to Brahman). 



Adhekarana (6) : The portions of the substance are to be 

eaten by the Brahman at their respective times . 

SUTRA (20). 

From the exclusion of the other men, it follows that each 
Eating is to be done at its own time. 

BMsya. 

In regard to the same subject as before, there arises the question — It 
being understood that the other persons are to be excluded, are all the 
portions to be eaten at one and the same time ? — Or is each portion to be 
eaten at its own time ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that— “ The presentation of the portions is 
done for the purpose of eating, and hence when something has been pre- 
sented for eating, it should be eaten immediately.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta : — From the exclusion 
of the other men , it follows that each Eating is to be done at its own time the 
words of the sentence having served its purpose by having excluded the 
other men, it does not set aside the idea that the portions are to be eaten 
at their own time ; hence they should be eaten at their own appointed time. 



Adhik arana (7) : In the ‘ Brahman’s share ’ operations 

of 4 Chaturdhdlcarana ’ awd res£ are wo£ to 
6e performed. 

SUTRA (21). 

As IT IS FOE A SINGLE PURPOSE, THEBE SHOULD BE NO 
ALLOCATION OF SHARES. 

Bhasya. 

In regard to the same matter, we consider the following point :-—In 
connection with the Archetype, we find the following allocation of shares 
laid down — ‘This for the Brahman, — this for the Hotr, — this for the 
Adhvaryu, — this for the Agnld ’ ;• — the question arises — ’Should this allocation 
be done in connection with the case in question (of the gold-piece,-Charu) — 
or not ? 

There may be people who may entertain the notion that-— “by virtue 
of the indication of the General Law, the allocation should be done ” * — 
it is in answer to these that we have the present Sutra. At the Archetype, 
it is necessary to connect the ‘Eating’ with several priests, — and as this is 
not possible without the allocation of shares, this allocation is done at it ; — 
in the case in question however, it is laid down that ‘ all is to be presented 
to the Brahman ’, — i.e. the whole of the Charu is to be given to a single 
individual ; so that there is no need for any allocation of shares ; if it were 
done, it could serve no useful purpose at the sacrifice ; it would be done 
only for a transcendental purpose. — From all this it follows that there is to 
be no allocation of shares in connection with the gold-piece-Charu. 



As hik ARAN A (8) : At the Jyotistoma , the gift to the Priests 

is for the purpose of securing their services. 

SUTRA (22). 

[POrvapae^a ] — “ The gift to the Peiests should be regarded as 

AH ACT OF MERE DHARMA, BECAUSE OF THE FORCE OF THE 
ROOT * TO GIVE V* 

Bhd§ya. 

There is the Jyoti§foma laid down in the text — ‘Desiring Heaven, 
one should perforin the Jyotistoma sacrifice ’ ; — in connection with that 
there is the following declaration—' Cow, horse, mule, asses, goats, sheep, 
FnAi-eorn, barley-corn, sesamum, Md$a, and Twelve -Hundred, — these 
constitute the Sacrificial Fee’; — and again — ‘One gives the Sacrificial Fee 
to the priests % » 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is this giving only an act 
of Dharma (fulfilment of duty)? Or is it (‘wages’) meant to secure the 
services of the priests ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ The gift to the Priests should he 
regarded as an act of mere Dharma ; it is an act which has been mentioned 
in the Veda as to be done ; from the words of the text quoted we learn that 
the act of giving should be done ; as for the necessity of securing the services 
of the priests, that is indicated only by Syntactical Connection ; and Direct 
Vedic Assertion is more authoritative than Syntactical Connection. Among 
ordinary people also, the act of giving is understood as serving a trans- 
cendental purpose ; and the securing of services and such other results come 
in by the force of the circumstances. 

[The reading everywhere is ‘ nanamanadi ’ ; the sense is as translated ; which 
requires the reading ‘cft5«awan5di’.] 

Then again, in some cases we find that the Sacrificial Fee laid down 
is not in keeping with the duties performed ; e.g. at the Traidhatavi, it is 
a thousand, and at the Btapeya , a Soma-cup [which shows that the fee 
is not meant to be for services rendered]. — Further, it is a case of ‘ purchase ’ 
(or hiring of services) where there is bargaining as to high or low prices 
payable, and what is to be given is not something fixed (as we find in the 
case of the Sacrificial Fees). — From this it follows that the gift in question 
is only an act of Dharma. — Further, this gift is made according to strict rules 
and with Mantras ; and this could be explicable only if it were for a purely 
transcendental purpose. — In some cases we read — ‘ Stick, shoes, and dry 
hide, — these constitute the Sacrificial Fee’ ; — and what priest is there who 
would give his services for a stick ? — From all this it follows that the gift 
is only an act of Dharma.” 
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StJTRA (23). 

[Siddhanta] — It should be regarded as serving the purpose of 

* HIRING ’ (THE SERVICES), BECAUSE OF THE MENTION OF 
DUTIES,— AS AMONG ORDINARY PEOPLE. 

Bhdsya. 

The gift must be regarded os serving the purpose of hiring the services of 
the men . — “ Why ? ” — Because of the mention of duties ; that is, the gift is 
spoken of as to be given to persons who have performed certain duties — 

‘ Gives the Sacrificial Fee to the Priests ’ (i.e. to those who have performed 
the priestly functions) ; — and when this perceptible purpose (the securing 
of services) is found to be served, it cannot be right to assume a transcen- 
dental result. — Even the transcendental result that would follow from the 
restriction (of the gift to certain things) would do so only through the said 
perceptible purpose, — the sense being — ‘ When the Priests have their services 
secured by means of this particular gift of a particular character, they bring 
prosperity (to the performer)’. — “How so?” — When the giving is enjoined, 
it is enjoined as subservient to the securing of services, and not as the principal 
factor — and the idea expressed by the sentence should be accepted ; — 
otherwise the presence of the term ‘ rtvigbhyah ’ (‘to the priests’) would 
have no sense (it would be superfluous).— If the idea expressed by the 
sentence were not accepted, then the direct assertion of the Veda would be 
set aside. — As for the argument that ‘the Sacrificial Fee is not always in 
keeping with the duties performed this could not justify the rejection 
of the visible purpose served by the gift and it has been already explained 
that the transcendental result that follows from the restriction (of the nature 
of the Fee) does so only through that visible purpose. As for the stick , 
it is regarded as a gift, on the strength of the direct assertion of the Veda ; 
and some sort of service-securing is done by that simple gift also. Among 
ordinary people when something is given to the wood-carrier and other 
labourers, — -that also serves the purpose of securing their services, — even 
though it may not be stated in so many words that it is a case of ‘hiring’ 
(of services).— From all this it follows that the Sacrificial Fee is given for 
the purpose of securing the services of the Priests. 

SUTRA (24-). 

Also because of the use of the term ‘ Equipped with the 
Sacrificial Fee \ 

,, Bhdsya. 

The use of the terra ‘ Daksmayukta ’ (‘ Equipped with the Sacrificial 
Fee’) — in the text ‘ DakshwAfukta, vahanti rtvyjah — indicates that the gift 
is for the purpose of hiring their services. 
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SHABABA-BHA§YA : 


SUTRA (25). 

They would not agree to serve except through 5 hiring 5 , as 

THE ACT IS FOR THE PURPOSES OF ANOTHER PERSON. 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also the gift should he regarded as being 
for the purpose of ‘ hiring ’ the services. — •“ For what reason ? ” — Except 
through ‘Hiring’, no one would engage in working for another person. — 
“ But there are other means of making a man to work, — such means, for 
instance, as conciliatory overtures and the like.” — We do not say that there 
are no other means; what we mean is that ‘Hiring’ is what is directly 
laid down. — Hence the priests are to be ‘ hired ’ by the means laid down. — 
not by any other means. 

SUTRA (26). 

Also because of the use of the term ‘ parikrIta ’ (hired). 

Bhasya, 

There is the mention of the word ‘hired’, which also indicates the 
same conclusion; it is found in the following text — 1 Dihsitamadiksitd 
daksindparikritd rtmjo yajayanti ’ [‘ The uninitiated priests, hired through the 
sacrificial jfee, perform the sacrifice for the initiated sacrificer ’]. — For this 
reason also, the gift should be regarded as serving the purpose of ‘ hiring ’ 
(services). 

StJTRA (27). 

Also because the term * bhrti ’ (‘ wages ’) is applied to 

WHAT IS OBTAINED BY BEGGING. 



The term ‘ Sanivanya ’ is to be explained as * sanivani prdptam ’, that 
is, obtained by begging ; — it is to this tlxat the term ‘ bhrti ’ wages ’) has 
been applied in the following passage — ‘ Yajho vai devatanam na sama- 
bhavat, tain bhrtyd samabhdvayan, yat bhrtim vanute, yajhasya bhrtyai , dva- 
dashardtirirdik§ito bhrtim vanvita ’ [‘ No sacrifice was possible for the deities, 
— they made it possible by means of wages ; when one begs for wages, it 
is for the fulfilment of the sacrifice ; the initiated sacrificer should beg for the 
wages for twelve nights ’].— Here we find that the term ‘ bhrti ’ has been 
applied to what has been obtained by begging for the purpose of securing 
the services of the Priests, and for the purpose of obtaining the other 
accessories of the sacrifice ; and ‘ wages ’ are that which is given to workers 
for securing their services. — For this reason also the gift to the Priests is 
to be taken as being for the hiring of their services. 
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SUTRA (28). 

Also because they are described as similar to the 

‘ WOOD-CUTTER 

Bhasya. 

There is a description of the Priests as resembling the wood-cutter in 
the following text' — Just as the wood-carrier who cuts wood, on being hired 
for wood-cutting, takes up that work, so also the Priests of this sacrifice ’ ; 
this text says that the Priests are like the wood-carrier cutting wood; and 
this clearly indicates that the gift is meant for the hiring of services. 



Adhikaba^a (9) : At the Jyoti§toma, the ‘ Eating ’ is an 
act of Disposal. 

S0TRA (29). 

[PCfK.VAPAK.SA] — “ The c Eatings of Remnants ’ also abe like 

THAT.” 

Bhrnya. 

At the Jyotistoma and at the Darsha-Purnamasa, there are Eatings of 
Remnants,— to which people are entitled by their having done the ‘ Vamt- 
Icara' or the ‘Homa ’. or the ‘ Juice-extraction and which are done at 
the time of the ‘ Ida, the ’ * Prashitra \ the * Chaturdkakarana ’ and the 
4 Shamyuvaka \ 

In regard to these, there arises the question — Are these 4 Eatings ’ for 
the purpose of hiring the services of the men — or not ? 

The Purvapahsa is as follows:-— u The Eatings of Remnants also "should 
be treated like that ; i.e. like the giving of the Sacrificial Fee. As Eating brings 
satisfaction and through satisfaction the men become agreeable to serve;— 
hence the Eatings of Remnants should be regarded as serving the purpose of 
hiring the services of men.” 


SUTRA (30). 

[SiddhInta] — In fact, it should be regarded as an I 

OF THE SUBSTANCE ; AS IT IS SUBSERVIENT TO THE 3 
OF SOMETHING ELSE. 

Bhdsya. 


The term ‘ m ’ (‘in fact’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above. 

As a matter of fact, the Eating is not for the purpose of hiring the 
services, it is for the purpose of the embellishment of the substance. — 
‘‘ Why ? ” — Because the coming in of a. substance is useful only when it 
serves a useful purpose at the sacrifice ; so that when the Eating serves the 
purpose of embellishing the substance, that also serves a useful purpose.— 
Then again, there are several sueh statements as — ‘ He slices off a piece 
from the right-hand portion and from the middle portion ’, — -which speak of 
parts of the substance ; these must refer to the Remnants of the substance 
used; and they cannot be taken as laying down the bringing in of a fresh 
substance. Hence what is laid down is the Eating of the substance, and not 
that the substance is to be brought in for the purpose of Eating ; as the Eating 
is to be of that which has been used at the sacrifice concerned. — From all 
this it follows that the Eating serves the purpose of embellishing the Substance. 
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SUTRA (31);, 

Also because in regard to the Remnant t he y are equal. 

Bhasya. 

Further, that substance of which there is the Remnant is one -that has 
been dedicated to a deity and as such cannot be used by the sacrificer 
himself ; hence the Priests cannot make use of it, nor the sacrificer ; because 
in this matter there is equality between the sacrificer and the Priests. If the 
sacrificer were to hire the services of the Priests with the Remnant, he would 
be making the Remnant his own, and in that case -its dedication to the deity 
would be nullified. — From this also it follows that the Eating is not for the 
purpose of the hiring of services. 

SUTRA (32). 

AiSO BECAUSE IT IS FOUND TO BE DONE BY THE SACRIFICER ALSO ; THE 

OTHERS ALSO BEING SIMILAR TO THE SACRIFICER, IT SHOULD BE 
THE SAME IN REGARD TO THEM ALSO.. 



■ It is found that Eating is' done by the Sacrificer also, as declared in the 
sentence — ‘ The Priests with the Sacrificer as the fifth, on being invited, eat 
the Cake 5 certainly there can be no. ‘ hiring of services ’ of the Sacrificer 
himself ; — and as the others (the Priests) also are in the same position as the 
Sacrificer, it should be the same in regard to them, — i.e. in their case also there 
(mm be no ‘ hiring of services \ — Such being the ease, there can be no such 
idea as that * the priests, with the Sacrificer as the fifth, have their services 
hired by the Eating of the Cake What is the similarity (between the 
Sacrificer and the Priests) ? ” — The presence of the Accusative ending (in 
the sentence * Yajamdnapahchamah parikriyantd ’ ).- — From this also it follows 
that the Eating is not meant for the ‘ hiring of services 

SUTRA (33). 

SO ALSO IS THERE A TEXT INDICATIVE OF THE SAME CONCLUSION. 

Bhd§ya, 

It is only under the above view that the following statement can be 
explained— ‘ At the Kundapayinamayana they eat the Soma in cups without 
handles ’ ; the special qualification ‘ without handles 5 would have some 
sense only if the Eating were already there. — Similarly we find Eating done 
at Sattras ; and this would not be explicable if it were meant for the hiring 
of services. — For this reason also the Eating cannot be regarded as being 
meant for the hiring of services. 


Adhikarana (10): At the 4 Sattra \ there is to he no 
‘ appointment ’ of the Priests. 

StJTRA (34). 

The ‘ APPOINTMENT ’ OS' THE PRIESTS IS FOR THE PURPOSE OF SECURING 

THEIR SERVICES ; HENCE IT SHOULD NOT BE DONE AT THE 

Sattra ; as it is their own business. 

Bhasya . 

There are Sattra s, in the shape of Dvadaslmha and the rest, laid down 
in sueh texts as — ‘Desiring prosperity, they should have recourse to the 
Dvadashdha ’.-—The Archetype of these is the Jyolistoma, at which there is 
an ‘ appointment * of the Priests, laid down in such texts as — ‘ Agnirme. 
hota, etc.’ 

In regard to the Sattras, there arises the question — Should this ‘ appoint* 
ment ’ be done at the Sattras — or not ? 

In this connection, what we have to consider is— -Is the * appointment’ 
done at the Archetype a mere act of Dharma ? Or is it meant to serve 
the purpose of hiring the services of the Priests ?— If it is only an act of 
Dharma, then it should be done at the Archetype as also at the Sattras. 
On the other hand, if it is meant for the purpose of securing the services of 
men, then it should not be done at the Sattras. 

The Pilrvapaksa view is that— “ inasmuch as it is done with Mantras 
and in accordance with definite rules, it must be an act of Dharma ; and 
hence it must be done at the Sattras ”. 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta : — At the 
Sattras, there should be no ‘ appointment ’ of the Priests, — i.e. it should not 
be done. — The performance of the Sattra is the Priests’ own business, and 
certainly no one ‘ appoints ’ himself. At the Archetype ( Jyoti§toma ) the 
* appointment ’ is found to serve the visible purpose of securing the services 
of the Priests, and hence there can be no justification for the assuming of 
an invisible (transcendental) purpose. — Hence we conclude that there should 
be no ‘ appointment ’ at the Sattras. 


Adhikara^fa (11) : At the 4 Sattra % there is to be no 

4 hiring ’ of the Priests. 

SUTRA (35). 

The s Hiking 5 also [is not to be done], because the work is for 

THEIR OWN SAKE. 

Bhasya. 

In connection with the Archetype, Jyotistoma, the ‘ Hiring of Services’ 
has been laid down in the text — 1 Cow, horse, mule .... constitute the 
Sacrificial Fee ’ ; the giving of this Sacrificial Fee is indicated f>y the General 
Law as to be done at the Sattra also (this being an Ectype of the Jyotistoma). 
The question is — Should this be done at the Sattra or not ? 

The Piirvapaksa view is that— “ In obedience to the General Law, it should 
be done ; also because we find that the giving of the cow and some other things 
enumerated above as ‘ Sacrificial Fee ’ has been forbidden in connection with the 
Sattra in the text — ‘ At this sacrifice, the cow is not given ; nor clothes, nor 
gold’ [which implies that the other things are to be given] ; and this is 
explicable only on the basis of the view that there is to be * hiring 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — The, 1 hiring ' 
also is not to be done, because the work is for their own sake; i.e. the 
‘ hiring ’ should not be done. It has been explained above that net 
‘appointment’ is to be done at Sattras ; this same conclusion is applied 
to the case of ‘ hiring ’ by the particle ‘ dm ’ in the Sutra ‘ parikrayashcha'’ , 
the meaning being that the hiring also should not be done ; — why ? — because 
the work is for their own sake, and certainly no one * hires’ himself. * 

SUTRA (36). 

[ Objection ]— ‘ 3 ut there is prohibition —like that of an act.” 

BMsya. 

It has been argued above that “ the Prohibition (of certain articles) 
can be explained only on the basis of the view that some Sacrificial Fee is 
to be given ’’.—This has to be refuted (which, as suggested by some, is 
done in the following Sutra). — 

SUTRA (37). 

The said prohibition could be explained as pertaining to the 

GIFT THAT IS MADE TO THE ‘ PRASARPAKAS ’ : AS THAT IS AN 
ACT OF MERE DhARMA. 

Bhasya. 

The meaning is that the said prohibition is explicable.— “ As of what ? ” 
— As of the gift made to the Prasarpakas ; as that is an act of mere Dharma, 
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and as the giving of that gift would be indicated by the General Law as 
to be done at the Sattras, it is only right that it has been prohibited ; hence 
the prohibition is quite justified. 

StJTRA (38). 

Not so ; because the teem ‘ Sacrificial Pee ’ has been used ; hence 

THE PROHIBITION IN, QUESTION SHOULD BE REGARDED MERELY 
AS THE STATEMENT OF A FACT. 

Bhasya. 

In fact, the prohibition does not apply to the gift that is made to the 
Pramrpdhas. — Why ? — Became the term ‘ Sacrificial Fee ’ has been -wed ; we 
find the term ‘Sacrificial Fee’ (‘daicsina') in the following text — ‘ Adak- 
sinani sattranyayuh, nahyatra gaurdiyate, na vdso na hiranyam ’ [‘They say 
that the Sattras are without a Sacrificial Fee, as no cow is given at them, 
nor clothes nor gold’] ; — and the term ‘Sacrificial Fee’ is always used in 
the case of a gift made for the purpose of ‘ hiring ’ ; as we have the following 

text bearing upon it — ‘Cow, horse, etc. etc these constitute the Sacrificial 

Fee 5 j so that the Sacrificial Fee is what is given to the Priests, not to the 
PrasarpaJcas ; hence the denial contained in the sentence is of what is given 
to the Priests, not of what is given to the Prdsarpakas. — -From all this it 
follows that the denial or prohibition in question is only the statement of a 
settled fact— that there is no Sacrificial Fee at Sattras. 


Adhik arana (12) : The 1 Udavas&niya Sacrifice ’ not form* 
ing part of the Sattra, the Fee given at thej&rmer 
is to he taken as meant for 1 hiring \ 

StJTRA (39). 

[PUrvapak^a] — " The ‘ UdavasanIya ’ should take in the details- 
of the 4 Sattra because it is part of it ; and hence 

THE ' GIVING * AT IT SHOULD BE REGARDED AS A MERE 
ACT OF P har ma ” 



There is the Udavaadnlya sacrifice laid down, in the text — 1 Satrdd' 
vdavasdya pr^thashamaniyena jyotistomena sdhasradakt} inena yajeran ’ [Where- 
the performance of a sacrifice is laid down as coming after the Sattra; and. 
that sacrifice is called the 1 Udavasamya ’]. 

In regard to this sacrifice, there arises the question — Is the giving 
of the Sacrificial Fee at this sacrifice a mere act of Dharrna ? Or does it 
serve the purpose of ‘ hiring ’ (the priests) ? — And in this connection there 
is the further question — Is the Udavasamya a part of the Sattra-— ot not ? 
— If it is a part of the Sattra, then the giving of the Fee must be an act 
of mere Dharma ; while, if it is not part of the Sattra , then, it serves the pur- 
pose of * hiring \ 

The Purvapaksa view on this question is as follows “ The Udara- 
sanlya is a part of the Sattra. — How ? — Because it is laid down in the context 
of the Sattra : It is asserted in the text that ‘ it is to be performed after 
completing the Sattra * ; and as the context is of the Sattra, it follows that it 
is to be performed as qualifying the Sattra ; which means that the 
Udavasamya is enjoined as part of the Sattra ; — and as the Sattra is per- 
formed for the purpose of a definite result, it cannot be taken as performed 
for the purpose of accomplishing the Udavasamya ; — nor is it necessary that 
the Udavasamya should be performed immediately after the completion of 
the Sattra ; as such an idea could be got at only by means of indirect indica- 
tion. — In case the Udavasamya is not taken as part, of the Sattra, it will be 
necessary to assume a distinct result as following from it. — From all this it 
follows that — (a) .because it follows immediately after the Sattra, and (&> 
because of the Syntactical Connection of the sentence, the Udavasamya 
must be regarded as part of the Sattra; the sense of the sentence being- 
— ‘ One should not rest content with having performed the Sattra as enjoined, 
— merely by that one should not think that he has done all that he had to- 
do, — there is yet a part of the Sattra which should be performed, and this 
part is the Udamsdniytt ’ ; — -it is just as we find in the case of the sentence — 
‘ Agnim chitvd sautrdmanyd yageta’ Having established the Fire, 
one should perform the Sautrdrmm sacrifice ’], — or in the sentence * Vdja- 
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peyena istm brhaspatisavena yajeta’ [* After having performed the Vdjapeya 
sacrifice, one should perform the Brhaspatisam sacrifice’]. — From all this 
we conclude that the Udavasdmya is part of the Sattra. — Thus, inasmuch 
as the Sattra along with all its subsidiary parts is performed by men on 
their own behalf, the giving of the Sacrificial Fee at that sacrifice can he only 
®n act of Dharma ; and the Udavasdmya takes in all the details of the 
Sattra .” 

SfJTRA (40). 

[Siddhanta] — It is not so ; because it has not that for its Arche- 
type ; AND ALSO BECAUSE IT HAS BEEN * ENJOINED AS DISTINCT. 

Bhasya. 

The particle 6 tv, ’ rejects the above view. 

It is not true that the giving of the Fee in this case is a mere act of 
Dharma ; as a matter of fact, it is for the purpose of ‘ luring ’. — “ Why ? 
— Because the Udavasdmya is not a part of the Sattra, as it- has been enjoined 
as distinct ; the case of this sacrifice is not similar to that of the 'Brhaspatisam 
or the Sautrdmam ; in the case of both these latter, it is declared that ‘ one 
should not, rest content with having performed the mentioned details, as there 
is this yet to be done ’ [and then the Brhaspatisava and the Sautrdmam are laid 
down]. In the case in question however, what is said is that ‘ after having 
given up the Sattra, one should perform the Udavasdmya ’.—-the phrase 
‘ Sattrdt udavasdya ’ being equivalent to ‘ Sattrdt utthdya ’, ‘ having risen 
from the Sattra ’ ; — in this case what is expressed by the affix ‘ ktvu ’ (in 
‘ Udavasdya ’) is totally different; the meaning is ‘having accomplished 
what has been laid down one should not abandon it ’ ; the word 6 Udavasdya 
•derived from the root c syati’ with the prefixes ‘ ut ’ and * am ’, means 
‘ prahaya ’ ; — thus here the affix ‘ ktvu ’ denotes abandoning, while in the case 
of the Brhaspatisava and the Sautrdmam, it signifies immediate sequence. — 
From all this we conclude that, because it has been enjoined as distinct, 
therefore the Udavasdmya is not a part of the Sattra, nor is the Sattra its 
Archetype ; — and hence in the case in question, the giving of the Fee must 
be regarded as being done for the purpose of ‘ hiring ’. 


AdHIKARANA (13) : The 6 Udavasaniya 5 should be per- 

formed by each one of the • Priests . 

SfJTRA (41). 

[PiJbvapaxsa] — “They should be performed collectively, as 

SUCH IS THE DECLARATION ; — AS IN THE CASE OP THE 

£ DviyajSa V’ 

Bhdsya. 

The subject-matter is the same as before, — the text— 1 Sattrdt udciva- 
sdya pr§thashamaniyena jyoti$tomena sahasradahsmena yajeran ’.—In connec- 
tion with this we have seen that the Pr^thashamanlya ( U davasdniya ) is not a 
part of the Sattra . — The question that arises now is — Is this sacrifice to be 
performed by the priests collectively ? Or by each one of them, severally ? 

The Purvapalc§a view is as follows : — “ It should be performed collectively 
by all. — Why ? — Because the plurality enjoined (by means of the term 
; yajeran ’) is something to be adopted in connection with the sacrifice 
if then it were done by anyone of them, then the performance would not be 
accompanied by that plurality; — as in the case of the ‘ Dviyajna ’ (sacrifice 
by two persons) : In the ' text — ‘ Btena rdjapurohitau sdyujyakammi 

yajSyaidm, ’ [‘Desirous of absorption, the King and the Minister should 
perform this sacrifice’], — the King and the Minister have been mentioned 
as characterising the sacrifice, and the word ' ‘ yajeyatam ’ signifies the 
sacrifice as something to be accomplished; and the same word also signifies 
that there are two performers [and there is a single performance] similarly 
in the case in question we have the words ‘ prsthashainariiyena yajeran'.* 
— From all this it follows that the Prsthashamaniya ( U damsdmya ) should be 
performed by all, collectively.” 


This Adhikarana is left here tmfinished; we shall explain the Sutra 
now which embodies an intermediate topic. [The thread of Adhikarana (13) 
is taken up under Su. 43, which propounds the Siddhdnta in answer to the 
Purvapah$a set forth in Su. 41.]- 


Adhikaea^a ( 14 ) : At the * Udavasdniya 5 the Priests are 
to he other than those engaged in the i Sattra \ 

SUTRA (42); 

At that sacrifice, they should appoint other priests. 



In connection, with the same text that has been dealt with under the 
preceding Sutra, there arises the question— At the sacrifice in question are 
the same persons that are engaged in the Sattra to be the priests? Or 
should others be appointed ? . 

The Purvapakm view is as follows: — “Those same should be 
employed ; — why ? — because the expression ‘ Udavasdya yajeran ’ shows that 
the persons performing the Udavasdniya sacrifice are the same that have 
given up the Sattra ; so that, even though the employment of other 
priests is indicated by the General Law, yet that indication is set aside by 
the Direct Assertion and the same persons are to be employed ; just as, in 
the case of the Sattra itself, though the General Law indicates that it is to 
be performed by only one sacrificer, yet on the strength of Direct Assertion, 
it is performed by several (seventeen) sacrifices ”. 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta : — At that 
sacrifice they should appoint other priests ; it is not .true that the performers 
of the Pr^thashamanlya ( Udavasdniya ) are enjoined to be the same as those 
of the Sattra ; it has been already explained that these performers have not 
been enjoined as something to be actually adopted ; and what has not been 
enjoined cannot form part of the sacrifice ; and any defect in what is not a part 
of the sacrifice does not vitiate the sacrifice itself ; — the General Law indicates 
the employment of other persons as priests. — Further, in so far as the result 
of the action accrues to the doer , the doers must be the same, — this is clearly 
indicated by the particular (Atmariepada) Conjugational ending ; but the 
result of a sacrifice never accrues to the doers, in the shape .of the Priests ; 
hence so far as the priestly functions are concerned, the doers cannot be the 
same ; — at the main sacrifice (of the Sattra) we do recognise them to be the 
doers , and they may be so recognised- at the Udavasdniya also; yet for the 
priestly functions, other persons*should be appointed. 


[The thread of Adhikamna (13) is now resumed, and the following Sutra 
setsjfbkth the Siddhdnta of that Adhikarana.) 
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StJTRA (43). 

[SiddhInta — in answer to Pnrmjmkm set forth in Su. 41]— In fact, it 

SHOULD BE PEBFOBMED BY EACH ONE OF THEM SEVERALLY, 

AS THEBE IS NO INCONGRUITY IN XT; SPECIALLY AS 
THEBE IS ONLY ONE PBEFGBMES AT THE AbcHETYPE. 

Bhasya. 

This is> the answer to 'the Purvapahm which (under Su. 41) . was left 
unanswered. 

The term ‘ tu ’ (‘ in fact ’} implies the rejection of the Purvapahyx view. 

As a matter of fact, the men are not to perform the Vdavasaniya 
collectively, — they should perform it severally, one by one. — “Why?”— 
Because there is no incongruity in it ; the 'mention of * giving up ’ (of the 
Sattra) is meant to indicate the men — viz. ‘ those persons who give up the 
Sattra ’ it is possible for only one man (from among the seventeen per. 
formers of the Sattra) to ‘give up the Sctttra and what the injunction 
means is that the particular sacrifice { Vdavasaniya) is to be performed by 
those persons who have the said character of having * given tip the Sattra ’ ; 
— -there is nothing to prohibit the performance of it by one man ; — hence it 
follows, that the men may perform the sacrifice one by one. — “ But the 
performance has been, declared as to be done by several persons ; so that 
it cannot be done by the men singly.” — 'That does not affect our position ; 
there is nothing to prevent the performance of it by the men singly ; — hence 
we conclude that on the strength of the General Law, the Vdavasaniya 
should be performed by the men severally, one by one. 

Says the Opponent — “ When the performance is spoken of as to be 
done by several persons, it cannot be done by the men singly’'. 

Even so the position remains unaffected. Because plurality is not 
what is enjoined here ; the fact of the matter is that what is laid down is 
that ‘those who give up the Sattra should perform the Vdavasaniya \ — 
and as there are several performers of the Sattra, it is this plurality that is 
only referred to in the text in question ; — but each one of them singly also 
is ‘a person who has given up the Sattra ’ ; so that these would perform the 
Vdavasaniya sacrifice also singly ; — just as in regard to their ‘ giving up 
of the Sattra ’ the plural number refers to the persons not collectively (but 
severally), so in regard to the performance of the Udavmamya also, it would 
refer to them not collectively (but severally)! 

Says the Opponent— “ The plural number (in *yajeran') cannot be 
a mere reference, because the plurality in question has not been, enjoined 
elsewhere ; the plurality has Hot been already enjoined anywhere in regard 
to the sacrifice {Vdavasaniya), — on the basis whereof it could be taken as 
merely referred to in tjie text in question.— It may be said that it has just 
been explained that the sacrifice has been laid down for those who have 
given up the Sattra, and these are many [so that the reference could be to this 
fact]. — But that plurality is in regard to the giving up (of the Sattra), hot 
in regard to the sacrifice (Vdavasaniya). — It might be argued that, by the 
force of the sentence, it would pertain to the sacrifice also.— That however 
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is not possible ; it is only when a complete word requires another word, 
that we have a sentence ; — in the case in question however, the sacrifice 
became connected with plurality long beforehand, and at that time the 
■persons who give up the Sattra have not been mentioned at all ; and yet 
even at that time the Plural Number is used; hence being connected with 
the Plural Number, it requires the connection of ‘ the persons giving up the 
Sattra ’ who have been mentioned by another word; — from this it follows 
that the performance should be connected with plurality,-- just as in the 
case of the Dviyajha and the Sattra .” 

Our answer to this is as follows— It is not so ; in a case where there 
is the slightest ground for a sentence to be taken as a mere reference — it 
is open to doubt as to whether it is a reference or an injunction ; and though 
in other cases, where there is something new asserted, it may be more 
reasonable to take it as an injunction than a reference, — yet, in the case 
in question, it cannot but be a mere reference to Plurality; so that there is 
no connection established between the sacrifice and several persons, — and 
the purpose served is only a visible one; on the other hand, under the other 
view, if Plurality be connected with the sacrifice, it would be necessary to 
assume a transcendental purpose. From all this it follows that it should 
be taken as a iuere reference. 

Says the Opponent — 14 The same, then, may be the case with the Dviyajha 
and the Sattra (which also would not be performed by several persons),” 

Answer — There is a difference between the injunction ‘ Udavasdya 
yajeran ’ (which lays down the Udavasaniya) on the one hand, and the 
injunctions * Rdjapurohitau yajeydtdm'’ (laying down the Dviyajha) and 
* Rddhikdtndh sattramdsiran ’ (laying down the Sattra). Where there is a 
word with the participial ending l Ktvd\ it is understood that there are two 
acts (one after the other), — and where the fact of their being several per- 
formers is learnt from direct assertion itself, in such a case, the second 
sentence speaking of the act is taken as enjoining only that much which is 
denoted by the verbal root (i.e. the factor of the sacrifice only), — and all 
the rest — the actual performance, the performers and their number— is only 
referred to as already known from other sources ; the only thing enjoined 
being what is denoted by the verbal root (i.e. the act itself). In the case 
of the Dviyajha or of Sattras, all the factors — what is denoted by the verbal 
root, the performance, the performers and their number— are enjoined, not 
being already known from other sources.— The term ‘ rdjapurohitau ’ (in 
the sentence ‘ rdjapurohitau yajeydtdm ’) cannot signify the performance, 
or the character of being the performer, or the number of performers. 
Similarly in the injunction of the Sattra , the term 1 rddhikdmdh 5 cannot 
signify any of these things. It is for this reason that in all such cases the 
number is taken to be predicated as something to be emphasised and 
secured; consequently in the case of the Dviyajha and other such sacrifices, 
the mention of the number is not taken to be mere reference, and hence in 
this case the act lias to be done by a number of persons - ; — it cannot be 
so in the case in question; hence we conclude that the Prsthashamanlya 
iUdavasaniya) should be performed by the persons severally . 


Adhikarana (15): At the ‘ Kdmesti ■ the Sacrificial Fee 
serves a transcendental purpose, — not that of semiring 
the services of the Priests. 

SUTRA (44). 

[PlTRVAPAKSA] — •' So ALSO AT THE ‘ KImESTI ’ ; AS THE TERM GIVING 
IS THERE.” 

Bhasya. 

At the Sdrasmta-Sattra, there is the KdmMsti, laid down in the text— 

‘ PWmsam prasravatiam prapya agnaye kdmdya astdkapdlam purodasham 
nirmpati — tasydm ashvdm purusificha dJmiuke datvd prate yammxam am «. 
hhrthamabhyavayanti ' [where the giving of two milch cows is laid down]. 

In regard to this there arises the question — Is this gift for the purpose 
of ‘ Hiring ’ ? Or is it an act of mere Dharma. ? In connection with the 
Prsthashamanlya ( Udavasdnlya) it has been explained that, inasmuch as 
it is not a part of the Sattra, the gift should be taken as serving the purpose 
of ‘Hiring’ ; and we are now going to consider the same question in connection 
with the Kdmesti which is really part of the Sattra. 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ Just as at the 
Prsthashamaniya ( Udavasaniya ), the giving is for ‘Hiring’, so it should be 
in the case in question also. — This is what is signified by the use of the 
particle ‘ cha — ‘ Why 5 ? — As the term ‘ giving ’ is there ; i.e. the term 
‘giving’ is found in the text — ‘ Dhenuke datvd ’ ; and the term ‘ giving ’ 
(‘ dana ’) is always understood to be meant for ‘ Hiring ’, when it refers tq 
workers. — Then again, the sacrifice in question is not a Sattra; it is 
only a subsidiary of the Sattra ; what the Context indicates is that the Sattra 
is performed by the Master- himself, — -not so its subsidiaries ; these latter 
being performed by the Priests who come into them by virtue of the General 
Law, and it is then alone that it is complete and helps the Sattra concerned ; 
while if not performed by other priests, it would remain defective to that 
extent and hence not help the Sattra. — -From all this it follows that in this 
ease, the giving is for ‘ hiring' V* 

StlTRA (45). 

[Siddhakta] — In fact, it should be regarded as a mere statement, 

BECAUSE IT IS A ‘ SATTRA \ 

Bhasya. 

The term ‘ vd ’ (‘in fact ’) implies the rejection of the above view. 

In this case the giving is not for ‘hiring’ ; it is a mere act of Dharma. 
— “ Why ? Because it is a Sattra ; and it has been proved that at the 
Sattra, there is no securing of services. 
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Says the Opponent — “ But the Kdmesti is not a Sattra ; it is a subsidiary 
of the SaUra, as we have already explained above.” 

Answer — It is not a Sattra, it is a subsidiary of the SaUra, and as such itf 
falls in the midst of the Sattra ; — and the Sattra along with its subsidiaries 
has got to be performed by the saorifieers themselves (without the aid of 
hired priests) ; — so that when this self -performance is carried into practice, 
the performers of the Isti become known and in this case there is no 
need for the k securing of services ’ ; so that the giving that is laid down 
cap only be regarded as an act of Dkarma. 



Abhikabana ( 16 ): The gift made at the ‘ Darsha-Purna- 

mdsa 9 to the ‘ Enemy ’ is meant to serve a 
transcendental purpose. 

StJTRA (46). 

In THE CASE OF THE ‘ ENEMY *, INASMUCH AS THEBE IS NO INJUNCTION, 
THE TEBM ‘ SaCBIFICIAL FEE ’ BECOMES EXCLUDED. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Darsha-Purnamdsa, we read — ‘ Yadi patnlh 
mmydjayan kapdlamabhijuhuyat vaishvdnaram dvddashakapalam nirvapU, 
tasyaikahdyano gaurdah§ind, tam sa dvesydya dadydt ’ [‘While preparing the 
■wives, if one happens to throw into the fire the Pans, he should offer the 
cake baked on twelve pans to Vaishmnara ; the sacrificial fee for this is an 
one-year-old calf; this he should give to his enemy']. 

In regard to this, there arises the question— Is this giving of the one-year- 
old calf for the'purpose of ‘ hiring * 1 Or is it a mere act of Dharma ? 

The Punxipaksa view is that — “ inasmuch as the text contains the 
term ‘ Sacrificial Pee ’ the giving must be taken to be for ‘ hiring ’ ; as a 
gift is called ‘ Sacrificial Fee * only when it is made for the purpose of 
securing the services of the man.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta — In the case of the 
enemy, the giving must be- an act of mere Dharma, — this is what is indicated 
by the term ‘ Oha ’ in the Sutra. — •“ Why so ? ” — Because then is no 
injunction, — of an inimical Priest ; as a matter of fact, one’s enemy can 
never be his Priest, — since it has been declared that ‘the Priest and the 
Teacher should not be transgressed against ’. In a case where there is no 
need for a hired performer, what will the mere use of the term ‘ Sacrificial 
Pee * do ? — Further, if the gift in question were treated as meant f or . ‘ hiring ’ , 
then this would mean the exclusion of the legitimate * Sacrificial Fee * ; 
under the General Law, the Sacrificial Fee payable at the Rite in question is 
the ‘ Anvdharya ’ (Cooked Rice), — and this would become excluded, and 
this would mean an infring ement of the General Law. — From all this it 
follows that the giving of the one-year-old calf is a mere act of Dharma 
and that it should be given to a person who is not acting as a Priest. 



Adhik ARANA (17) : The 4 Bone-Sacrifice ’ has living 

persons for its performer's, 

SUTRA (47). 

The e Bone-Sacrifice 5 must be taken as to be performed by others. 

AS there is no incongruity in this, while there is incon- 
gruity in the Bones (being regarded as the 

PERFORMERS). 

Bhasya. 

There is the following declaration-— 1 Yadi sandiksitdnam pramlyeta 
tarn dagdhvd krsnajine asthlnyupanahya yo’sya nedistfuxh tarn tasya sthdne 
dikmyitvd term saha yajeran, tatah samvatsare asihmi yajayeran ’ [‘ If after 
initiation, one happens to die, they should cremate him and having tied up 
his hones in a black antelope-skin, they, should initiate the person who happens 
to be his nearest relative and perform the sacrifice with him ; at the end 
of the year, they should make the Bones sacrifice’]. 

In regard to tins sacrifice at the end of the year, there arises the question 
—Is this to be performed by the living persons ? Or by the Bones ? 

The Purmpaksa view on this question is as follows : — “ The sacrifice is 
to be performed by the Bones, on account of co-ordination. — ‘ What co- 
ordination ? ’—The co-ordination consisting in the fact that the Bones are 
the object of the verb 1 make to sacrifice — It might be objected that Bones 
are inanimate things and hence they cannot themselves perform any acts, 
— how then could they be the performers of any act ? — The answer to this 
is that what the word expresses is the fact of the Bones being made to do 
the act, and those that make them do it are other than the Bones ; those 
others will make the Bones do the act. — The Opponent may argue as follows : 
—‘ Unless one does an act, one is not spoken of as made to do it ; — one is 
said to make another do an act only when the other does the act;— and 
the Bones can never perform the act in its entirety ’.—The answer to this 
is as follows: — On the strength of the Direct Injunction the Bones would 
be made to perform as much of the sacrifieer’s functions as they can perform, — - 
they would perform for instance such functions as the measuring of the 
Udumbara Post [the Post has to be as tall as the ‘ Sacrificer ’, and it will 
be possible to make it as tali as the Bone], the Shukranvarambhana and the 
like. — Says the Opponent — ‘ The most important act they cannot do; nor 
can they perform all the subsidiary acts ; and there are many acts that 
have got to be done by the Sacrificer ’.—On the strength of the injunction 
what would be done is that the Priests would receive what belonged to the 
dead man, and having thus become ‘hired’ through that as the ‘ Sacrificial 
Fee, they would do the offering of the sacrifice ; and this offering would, be 
in strict accordance with the injunction.- — Says the Opponent — ‘ Under this 
explanation, the persons who officiate at the sacrifice, — and not the Bones — 


f 
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become the sacrificers \ — The answer to that is that in reality, it is 
the actual sacrificers that become the performers in this case; because one 
who does do. an act is not spoken of as making to do-, the sacrifice being 
performed by the Bones, it is the fact of the Priests being the persons who 
make them do it which is referred in the text as something already known. 
Just as, when it is said ‘ Ordmakdman ydjayet ’ [‘ One should make the man 
desiring a, village to perform a sacrifice’], the injunction meant is that 
‘desiring a village one should perform a sacrifice’; and the causal factor 
(denoted by the causal affix in ‘'ydjayet’) is a mere reference to what is 
already known. This is what is clearly indicated by the text — 1 Stotre 
asthi kumbhamupadadhdii ’ [‘The hymn having been recited, the Bone sets 
up the jar’]; where the Bone is found spoken of as the actual performer.— 
From all this it follows that, the sacrifice in question is performed by the 
Bones, not by the living persons.” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhanta : — The Bom- 
sacrifice must be taken as to be performed by others, — i.e. by the living persons ; 
because there would be no incongruity in those latter being regarded as 
offering the sacrifice; while it would be incongruous to refer to the Bones as 
offering the sacrifice. The act of offering is really done in the mind, and 
the Bones have no mind. — It has been asserted that — “ the priests receiving 
what belonged to the dead man, as the Sacrificial Fee, would become hired 
and then make the offering, and. this offering would be in strict accordance 
with the injunction — But it is not so ; — when the injunction is in the form 
‘ Yajeta ’ (‘ One should offer sacrifice’), the denotation of the root ‘to 
sacrifice ’ does not become altered in view of certain persons being unable to 
offer the sacrifice, — simply on the strength of a certain assertion.— What 
the -word * YajSta ’ means is ‘ Y again kurmta V should perform sacrifice’; 
and the root ‘to sacrifice’ cannot have any other meaning. Further, 
merely on the strength of an assertion, it cannot be said that ‘what is 
received by the Priests is the wealth of the dead man ’ ; nor is the wealth 
(Fee) given by the Bones ; and in the absence of giving, there can be no 
hiring. In the case of an injunctive word, it cannot he right to take it in an 
indirect (figurative) sense ; in fact, it is only when a certain idea has been got 
at. through other means of knowledge, that it is connected with a figurative 
expression; for instance, when it is said ‘ the ox should be sacrificed ’, what is 
sacrificed is the animal belonging to the genus ‘ox’, and not the plough- 
man ; but when it is said ‘ this plough-man is an ox ’, the term ‘ ox ’, in Its 
application to the ploughman, is taken in its figurative sense (of foolish)- 
- -Hence when the sacrifice is enjoined, the root ‘ to sacrifice ’ cannot have 
any other meaning (than sacrificing). Then again, there is no wealth that 
belongs to the Bones, on receiving which the Priests would regard them- 
selves as hired by that skeleton. — Thus it follows that the Bones cannot 
in any way be the performers of a sacrifice ; and hence the ‘ co-ordination » 
(urged by the Purvapak§in) cannot be regarded as really meant to be expressed 
by the words of the text. 

Says the Opponent — “Under the circumstances, as the sentence 
expresses an incompatible idea, it must be regarded as meaningless 



1712 


shabara-bhasya : 


Not so, we reply. When a definite meaning is expressed, the sentence 
cannot be meaningless; in fact, from the sentence consisting of the words 
‘ Samvatsare ydjayet ’ At the end of the year, one should make to sacrifice ’], 
a certain sense is obtained, and that much alone is what is meant to be 
asserted here; and it is not meant to be asserted that ‘ the bones should 
be made to sacrifice 

“Is then the term ‘ asthini ’ a wrong reading ? ” 

We do not say that it is a wrong reading ; that alone cannot be regarded 
as the right reading which serves the purpose of enjoining things and which 
expresses its own direct meaning only ; even such words become connected 
with a sentence as are mere references' and - express the sense by indirect 
(figurative) indication ; and a word of this latter kind is not regarded as 
a wrong reading. Now while it is true that the word ' asthini ’ (‘bones’), 
if taken as injunctive, or as expressing its direct meaning, cannot be con- 
strued with the sentence, it can be construed when taken either as a 
reference- , or in an indirect (figurative) sense. — For these reasons the 
expression '‘Samvatsare, ydjayet ’ should be taken as pertaining to those 
living persons who $re connected with the performance ; the term * asth i ’ 
(‘bone’) wojuld indicate . these persons indirectly (figuratively)— in the 
sense of ‘ persons with bones ’ ; — so that the meaning of the sentence would 
be ‘ should make persons with bones to sacrifice Who are these persons 
with bones ? ” — Those who had started to perform the sacrifice along with 
the dead man ; — it being quite reasonable for the man to whom the bones 
belonged to be indirectly indicated by the term ‘bones’. — From all this 
we conclude that the sacrifice is to be performed by living persons. 

SUTRA (48). 

Its use would be only so fab as it is actually t.atu down. 



It has been argued that the text 4 Stotre asthi kumblmmupadadhdt i ’ 
indicates certain functions of the sacrificer as to be performed by the Bones . 
— But the function spoken of here is not the Sacrificer's ; because the Bones 
never perform a sacrifice, — as has been already explained. Hence on the 
strength of the sentence quoted all that can be admitted is that the function 
spoken of is similar to that of the sacrificer ; only so far ran be admitted 
as is actually asserted ; it cannot indicate all the functions of the sacrificer. 

From all this it follows that the sacrifice in question is to be performed 
by the living persons. 


Adhik arana ( 18 ): At the ‘ Bone-sacrifice \ the c Japa- 
and such other details are not to he performed. 

— (A Hypothetical Discussion.) 

SUTRA (49). 

If, on the basis of thl Text, it be taken for granted (that the 
Sacrifice is to be performed by Bones), ( a ) the £ Japa 5 
and the 1 Embellishments 5 become excluded :—{ b ) 

AS ALSO THE ISTI, BECAUSE THIS IS FOR THAT. 

Bhasya. 

We proceed to consider the ‘ Japa ’ (Repealing of Mantras), the 
‘ embellishments ’ and the Isti ; the first half of the Sutra deals with the Japa 
and the ' embellishments’, and the remaining part, with the Ist-i. — ‘ Japa ’ 
stands for those Mantra-recitations in regard to which there are such 
injunctions as 'Japati' (‘recites’);- — ‘embellishments’ stands for those 
acts that have been enjoined in such sentences as ‘he shaves his head and 
beard’. 

(A) The question that arises is — Should this ‘ Japa ’ and the 
‘ embellishments ’ be performed in the case of the Bones ' (performing the 
Sacrifice) V 

Question — “ But it has been settled that the Sacrifice is performed by 
the living persons, not by the Bones”. [How then can there arise any 
such question ?] ” 

Answer — ■This is a hypothetical discussion; we take it for granted (for 
the sake of argument) that the Sacrifice. may be performed by the Bones and 
then proceed to consider the said question. In this manner, the purpose of 
the preceding Adhilcarana also becomes considered.— If the sacrifice were 
performed by the Bones, are the ‘Japa’ and the ‘embellishments’ to be 
performed— or not ? 

On this question, the Purvapakqa is that — “ In accordance with the 
principle laid down under 10. 1. 1, that — inasmuch as the procedure, has been 
transferred to the other context, all the details should be performed,-— the ‘ Japa ’ 
and the ‘ embellishments ’ must be performed 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta — If, on the strength 
of the text quoted, the sacrifice were to be performed by the Bones, then, in that 
case, the 1 Japa' and the ‘embellishments’ would become excluded, as 
the need for them will have ceased. As a matter of fact, the Bones cannot 
do the Japa, nor can there be any shaving of their ‘ head and beard'’ ; and 
what is impossible to be done cannot be brought in by the General Law. 

The latter half of the SHtra, says — as also the Isti, became this is for 
that.—- The question to be considered is— should, in this case, the B%lc$aniya 
Isfi be performed, or not y-JThe Purvapaksa is that, “ in accordance with 
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the General Law, it must be performed In answer to tins, we. have the 
following Siddhdnta — Along with the Isti, the Japa and the embellishments 
should be omitted, — i.e. the Isti also should be excluded.—" Why ? ”• — 
Because it is for the sake of that, i.e. the Isti is to be performed in view of 
the fact that the saerifieer is going to take the Initiation ; — the ‘ Initiation ’ 
consists in the keeping of certain vows ; — these vows. are mental operations; 
—the Bones however have no mind [Hence they can have no mental opera- 
tions].— That the Isti in question is for the sake of the Initiation to be 
taken by the sacrificer is clear from the assertion in the text laying down 
the Isti — ‘ When going to be initiated, one should offer a cake baked upon 
eleven pans to Agni-Vi$rm\~- From all this it follows that the Isti also 
becomes excluded. 



Adhik Arana (19) : At the { Bone-sacrifice ’ the * measuring 

of the Udumbara Post 5 the 4 Touching of the 
Shuhra 5 should be done — (Hypothetical 
Discussion). 

SUTRA (50). 

What is subservient to the purposes of the Sacrifice should 

BE DONE, BECAUSE IT IS A SUBORDINATE FACTOR. 

Bhdsya. 

[The Hypothetical Jnquhry continues}-— 

In connection with the same ‘Bone-sacrifice’ the following question 
is going to be considered — At the Archetypal sacrifice .* the Udumbara Post 
is as tali as the sacrifice!* ’ and ‘ the saerificer touches the Shuhra -vessel ’ ■ — 
at the 'Bdne-aacrifi.ee [assuming that it is performed by the Bones] should 
such acts as these be performed — or not '! 

The Burvapak$a view is that — “the Bones being inanimate things, 
they cannot, by themselves, do any act at all, and hence in the ‘measuring 
of the Post’ and ‘the touching of the Shuhra ’ they cannot be the per- 
formers.” 

In answer to this, we have the following — SiddMnta — What is mb- 
servient to the purposes of the sacrifice should be done, because it is a sub- 
ordinate factor -acts like those in question, which subserve the purposes of 
the sacrifice, should be done ; because in this ease the ‘ Saerificer ’ is a 
subordinate factor ; what is needed at the sacrifice is (a) the Udumbara- 
Post measured to be as tall as the saerifieer, and (6) the Shuhra that has 
been touched by the Saerificer and (a) the measuring can be done with 
the inanimate bones also, (b) so also can the touching of the Shuhra. Hence 
it follows that acts like these should be done. 


Adhikarana (20): At the ‘ Bone-sacrifice \ 'Prospective 

acts 5 shall not he performed— (Hypothetical Discussion). 

SUTRA (51). 

The * PROSPECTIVE ACTS ’ ARE NOT TO BE PERFORMED ; BECAUSE THERE 
CAN BE NO KNOWLEDGE OF THE DESIRE (FOR RESULTS), JUST 
AS THERE IS NO KNOWLEDGE OF THE DESIRE OF OTHER 
PERFORMERS ALSO UNTIL THEY .ARE MENTIONED. 



There is the Jyoti§torna sacrifice,— in connection with which, we read — 
‘If one desire that the Rain-god should rain, he should measure out the 
assembly-room ( Sadas ) on a low level ’, etc., etc. 

The question that arises is— At the Bone-sacrifice,— which has the 
Jyotiqtoma for its Archetype, and which therefore takes in the details of the 
latter, according to the General Law — should, or should not, such ‘ prospec- 
tive acts’ (acts performed with a definite result in view), be performed ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows*— “In accordance with* the General 
Law, it should be done. — Objection — ‘ But the Bones cannot desire anything, 
while all such acts are performed by reason of the saerificer entertaining the 
desire for definite results — Answer — In such cases, it is not necessary that the 
Saerificer should have the desiro for the results ; the meaning of the text is— 
‘ If the assembly-room is measured out at a low level, there is. rain ’ ; so that 
whenever rain is needed (by anyone) the Assembly Room should be measured 
out at a low level, and the much-needed rain will follow.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — 1 Prospective ’ 
acts like those in question shall not be performed. — “ Why ? ” — What is 
meant is that ‘ if the saerificer desires rain, rain comes if the Assembly Room 
is measured out at a low level’; on account of the Atmanepada ending 
(in ‘ kdvujyUu ' ) the implication, is that the main act along with all its 
subsidiary details is conducive to bringing rewards to the Saerificer ; and it 
cannot bring it to others desiring it. — In the case in question, it cannot be 
known that the Suonfic&r (who has been assumed to be the Skeleton ) desires 
the rain as his reward ; even in the case of living sacrifices, when the 
desire is there, it is not known until he mentions it, — what to say of the 
Bones (which are inanimate) ? And when the desire itself is absent in them, 
the acts prompted by that desire cannot be performed. 


Adhik arana (21): At the c Bone-sacrifice \ there shall be 
no 4 invoking of blessings ’ along with the ‘ Suktavdka ’ 

— (Hypothetical Discussion), 

SUTRA (52), 

The invoking also of desired blessings as contained in the 

‘ StJKTAVlKA ’ SHALL NOT BE DONE ; BECAUSE OF 
ABSENCE, 

Bhasya. 

In connection with the ‘ Bone-sacrifice ’ there are certain acts performed, 
like the Prdyaniya, which have the Par alia- Purnamasa for their Archetype, 
and which come into the Bone-sacrifice by the General Law, At these acts, 
the reciting of the Suktavdka also comes in by virtue of the General Law ; 
this Suktavdka contains the following words — ‘ Ay am yajamdna dyurdshaste , 
suprajastvamashaste, vishvam priyamdshdste. yadanena havisd dshdsts tada~ 
shydt tad dadhydt tackismai devdrdsattdm 5 {‘This sacrifice? desires longevity, 
he desires excellent progeny, etc,, etc.’]. 

The question that arises is— Should, or should not, this ‘ invoking 
of blessings ’ be done at the ‘ Bone-sacrifice ’ ? 

The most reasonable answer that presents itself is as follows The 
blessings that are invoked in course of the Suktavdka should not be invoked. 
“Why ? ” — Because of absence, — of the desiring person; the Bones do not 
desire anything, as has been already pointed out; hence the invokings 
should not be done. 

Instead of reading ‘ Suktdvake ’, the Sutra has read i Suktavdkavat\ 
—“Why do you explain it like that ? ”— -The answer is that the invoking 
of the blessings is that which finds place in the Suktavdka ; hence the affix 
‘ vati ’ is taken as signifying this ‘ finding place ’ ; — that such interpretation 
is permissible has been shown under Su. 10. 5. 88 below ; hence it means 
no attack on the Sutra. 

SUTRA (53). 

[Purvapaksin’s objection] — “ The invokings should be done ; because 

THE STATEMENT IS PURELY DECLAMATORY.” 

Bhasya. 

“ It is not as you say — that in the case of the Bones (performing the 
sacrifice) the invoking of the blessings should not be done ; as a matter of 
fact, the invokings should be done^because the statement is purely declamatory ; 
that is, the invoking of the blessings must be done ; — why ? — because the 
statement is purely declamatory ; the whole of the passage — ‘He desires 
longevity, etc. ’ is purely declamatory ; there are no injunctions here, they 
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are only declamations ; and because they are declamations, the fact of 
their coming in at the performance is indicated by the General Law. ■ Hence 
if this invoking is done, the. General Law becomes obeyed. Hence we 
conclude that the invoking of the blessings should be done.” 

SUTRA (54). 

[Answer] — Not so ; because they signify desire ; and there is 

NO SUCH DESIRE (iN THE BONES) AS THERE IS IN OTHERS. 

Ehasya. 

It. is not as you say— -that 1 the invoking of blessings should be done 
“ Why ? ” — Because they signify desire ; i.e. the invocations in question speak 
of desire ; — the words ‘the sacrifieer desires longevity, etc., etc.’ — are used 
only when th e desire has actually appeared ; in the case in question however, 
there is no such sacrifieer as would entertain the' desire for the blessings 
spoken of ; — the Bones are inanimate things ; and Bones can have no desire ; 
this is what is meant by the phrase ‘ there is no such desire’, — i.e. there is no 
such desire in the Bones, — as there is in others', i.e. in living persons, these 
desires do appear; never in the Bones. Hence we conclude that in the 
case of the Bonos (being the sacrificers), there should tie no invoking of the 
blessings. 

“ But we have said that these assertions are declamatory.” 

The answer to that is that they are not declamatory, these are injunc- 
tive ; hence the objection, urged becomes refuted; so that what you have 
said— -that for the Bones, the invoking of. the blessings should be done, — 
is not right ; as a matter of fact, it should not be done ; this is what is meant 
by the Sutra— Not so, because they signify desire and there is no such desire 
in the Bones as there is in others. 


Adhikaeana (22) : At the ‘ Bone-sacrifice \ there should he 
no performance of the 4 Hotr-Kamm ’ (acts con- 
tingent upon the Hotfs desire ) — - 
(Hypothetical Discussion). 

SUTRA (55). 

[P0RVAPAKSA]— “ The e HOTR-KAMA 5 ACTS SHOULD BE DONE.” 



The '* Dvadashdha ’ and other Sattras form the subject-matter of this- 
Adhikarana ; in reference to these, we read — •* Tutah mmmtsUre astMni 
yd jay W [‘ Then at the end of the year, one should make the Bones perform 
the sacrifice '] under the General Law; Initiation and other rites also 
become admissible at these Sattras and further, at the Archetype, there 
are certain ‘ ttotrkdma' acts, laid down in the text — Yam, kdmayeta apaslnt - 
man syaditi paracMm tusyeddmupafyvayet, apashumanevd bkavati ; yamkdmi- 
y eta pr amity ukah syaditi '.tasyocJwha > stars m vasat kurydt, etc., etc.’. [Where 
certain acts are laid down as to be done by the Hotr-priest, in the event of 
his desiring certain results to befall the Sacriflcer, hence these acts are 
called ‘ Hoir-Kdma ’]. 

In regard to these, there arises the question— Should these Hotr-Kdma 
acts be done or not in the ease of Bones (performing the sacrifice) ? 

Objection-- It has been settled that the sacrifice can be performed 
only by the living persons (Vide above Su. 47 et. secj.) 

Answer — We start this enquiry on the assumption (taking it for granted) 
that the sacrifice may be performed by the Bones. 

On this question, the Purvapaksa starts with the Sutra — "The Hotf- 
Kdma acts should be done — in the ease of the Bones. — Why ? — Because the 
General Law makes them admissible ; hence their performance would mean 
obedience to the General Law ; hence we conclude that the Hotr-Kdma acts 
should be done.” 

SUTRA (56). 

Not so ; because they involve the invoking of blessings upon him. 

BMsya. 

This is not right ; you have said that the Hotr-Kama acts should 
be done ; as a matter of fact. 4-hey should not be done, — WhvV — Because 
they involve the mroking of blessings upon him. — i.e. it is an invocation of 
blessings upon the sacriflcer ; as it has been declared that-—' Whatever 
blessings the Priests Invoke at a sacrifice, they all perthin to the saerifieer 
which shows that t lie blessings in question also should pertain to the 
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Sacrificer . In the case in question however, there is no ‘sacrificer’; the 
Bones (that are supposed, to be the performers of the sacrifice) are inanimate 
tilings; and hence the Bones have not the capacity to desire anything ; — 
it has been established under Bu. 6. 1. 5 that a person' to be entitled to 
perform an act should be desirous of something and should be capable of 
performing that act. — From all these we conclude that in the case of the 
Bone-sacrifice the ‘ Hotr-Kama ’’ acts should not be performed. 

All the hypothetical discussions (Adhikarartas 18-22) have been finished. 
Their purpose need not foe explained. AH that is necessary to do is to 
reiterate that the acts in question should not be performed , as it involves the 
invoking of blessings upon the sacrificer. 



Adhikabana (23): The ‘ Sarvasvdra Sacrifice ’ should be 

completed, even after the death of the sacrificer . 

SUTRA (57). 

[POrvapaksa] — “ When the Sacrificer has died, the ‘Sarvasvara * 

SHOULD NOT BE COMPLETED ; AS EVERY ACT IS RELATED TO A 
LIVING PERSON.” 

Bhasya. 

There is the Sarvasvdra sacrifice, known as the ‘ Shunafykarna Agnistoma ’ , 
laid down in. the text— ‘ Desiring - one’s own death, one should perform 
this sacrifice, if he wishes that he should reach the Heavenly Region, without 
airy disease [At the * Third Extraction ’ of this sacrifice, the sacrificer 
throws himself into the Fire after having requested the priests to complete 
the performance of the sacrifice]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — “"When the Sacrificer has 
died,, should the performance be left off at that point ? Or should it be 
carried on to its completion ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ At the Sarvasvdra, after the 
sacrificer has died, the performance should be left off at that point, because 
the act is related to a living person ; i,e. an act can be performed only by a 
living person, not by a dead one ; and this implies that when one performs 
the Sarvasvdra, one should perform it only to the point of the sacrificer’ s 
death ”, 

SUTRA (58). 

In reality, there must be [completion]; because both have 

BEEN DIRECTLY ENJOINED. 

Bhasya. 

There must be— its completion, — became both have been directly 
enjoined — -the Sacrifice as well as its cimphtion,-~in the' following text — 
* Desiring death, one should perform this sacrifice ’ ; where the verb clearly 
means that ‘having begun the performance of the Sacrifice, one should 
complete it 5 ; hence the completion also is denoted by the verb itself. Then 
again, there is the text — ' Arbhave prastuyamane audumbarim parito ’ 
dashena vdsasd pariveqtya brahmandh pcerisamdpayata me yajnamiti sampre- 
sydgnim vishati’’ [‘When the Arbhava has begun, the Sacrificer, having 
covered the Udumbara post with a borderless piece of cloth, says — 0 B' dh * 
manas, please complete this Sacrifice for me, — and enters the Fire’]. — If 
this were meant to be a mere verbal direction (not meant to be acted upon), 
then it would have to be taken as serving only a transcendental purpose ; 
hence on the basis of the indications of this Direction, it must be taken 
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as actually enjoining the completion of the Sacrifice ; — -just as, in the case 
of the text — ‘ If they take aWay the Soma , one should say — Bun away and 
seek for it’. 

It has been argued that “ it is the living, not the dead, man that can 
be the performer of a Sacrifice ’’.—This does not affect the case in question : 
It is the living man that says ‘ Please complete what has been begun ’ ; 
so that what is- done (in obedience to this direction) is really done by a 
living man. 

Says the Opponent — “ At the time that the man addressed this direction, 
the completion was hot. done ; — at the time that the completing is done, 
the man is not alive ; — who then would be the performer ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows — This is similar to that case where you, 
without any uncertainty, regard the performer to be a living man ; when 
a man directs some one else to complete a piece of work and is alive at the 
time of completion,— the .fact of his being so alive is immaterial so far as 
his being the performer is concerned,— he being regarded as the performer 
by virtue of the direction given by him; and so far as the giving of this 
previous direction is concerned, it is equally present in both cases, — that of 
the man alive at the time of completion as also the man that is not so alive. 
So that the man who has died after giving the direction is as much the 
performer as one who is alive at the time of completion. — It might be 
argued that — “ Inasmuch as the living man is present at the time of the 
completion, it is possible for him to be regarded as -the performer [not so 
the man who has died] — This also is equally applicable to both cases : 
in the case of the living man also it is the Personality , not the Body, that is 
the performer ; and the Personality is. present also when the body has fallen 
off; so that the same Personality is the performer at the completioh. — It 
might be urged that— “ after the death of the Sacrificer, as it would not 
be possible for the Sacrificer’ s functions to be performed, the rest of the 
procedure cannot be carried out ; and hence the General Law cannot indicate 
the admission of that part of the procedure ”. — That is not so ; the General 
Law would certainly bring in all the rest of the details saYe those related 
directly to the Sacrificer ; hence the argument does not affect the case at 
all. — Or, we may rely upon the direct assertion in the text itself — ‘ O 
Brahmanas, please complete this sacrifice of mine * ; [which clearly indicates 
that the sacrifice has to be completed ,] and on the strength of this, the 
details relating to the Sacrificer also may be performed. 


ADHiKARAisrA (24): After the Sacrificer 5 «s death the ‘ Touching ; 
0 / the Shukra’ and such other acts as are capable of 
being done by him shall be done, 

SUTRA (59). 

On his death, the performance shall proceed as in the case of 
the ‘ Bone-sacrifice 

Bhdsya. 

There is the Sarvasvdra sacrifice, also known as ‘ Shunahkar^ta 
Agniqtoma laid down in the text-— 4 Desiring his own death, one should 
perform this sacrifice, if he wishes to go to the Heavenly regions, free from 
disease’. — After the Sacrificer has died, what is it that should be done? — 
That is the question. — We start off with the question itself, without setting 
forth the two views (Purvapak?a and Siddhdnta ) ; even when the two views 
are set forth, the doubt remains there ; as also when all the details bearing 
on the matter are not already known ; as we find in the cause of such questions 
as — what is the name of this hill ? What is this river called ? What fruit 
is this ? 

The answer to this question is as follows : — On his death, the performance 
shall proceed as in the case of the Bone-Sacrifice ; — i.e. when the Sacrificer 
has gone the way of destiny, the performance shall proceed as it does in 
the case of the ‘ Bone-sacrifice ’ ; that is, just as at the ‘ Bone-sacrifice ’ 
only those details are performed by the ‘ Bones ’ that are necessary for the 
accomplishment of the sacrifice, and the other details are omitted,— similarly 
in the case in question, when the Sacrificer has died, only that much shall be 
made to be done by the dead body as is necessary for the accomplishment 
of the Sacrificer ; such, for instance, as ‘the Sacrificer touches the 
Shulcra ‘ the Udumbara-post is of the same height as the Sacrificer 


Adhikarana (25) ■: At the 1 Sw'vasvwra \ before the 

Sacrifice's death , the* ‘ wwokwijg of the blessings of 
longevity ’ shall be done. 

SUTRA (60). 

[PCfrvapaksa] — “ Even while he is alive, the words invoking the 

BLESSINGS OF LONGEVITY SHALL NOT BE PRONOUNCED ; 

AS IT IS FOR HIS SAKE **. 

Blulsya. 

In connection with the Sarvasoa/ra, while the Sacrifice? is still alive, 
there arises the question— Should the words invoking the blessings of 
longevity— 1 Ayurdshdste ya/jamcmah ’ — be pronounced ? — or not ? 

The Purvcipaksa view is as follows : — .*■* Even while he is alwe, the words 
invoking the blessings of longevity shall not be pronounced ; — why ? — because 
it is for his sake. When the Saerificer invokes the blessings of longevity, 
it implies that he desires longevity, — just as when one says ‘ give me the 
bedding ’, it is implied that one desires to have the bedding ; but in the case 
in question, how is the Saerificer going to secure the longevity asked for ? 
In fact, here what the Saerificer desires is sometliing quite the contrary (of 
longevity) ; as he is going to immolate himself. From this it follows that 
the words invoking the blessings of longevity shall not be pronounced.” . 

SUTRA (61). 

[Siddhanta] — In fact, they should be pronounced ; AS it is quite 

COMPATIBLE, PRIOR TO THE SAID OCCASION. 

j Bhasya. 

The answer to the above is as follows : — The words invoking the 
blessings of longevity should be pronounced ; because such invoking is quite 
compatible ; it is after the Arbhava has begun that the death of the Saerificer 
comes to be sought for by him ; while it is prior to the occasion of the 
Arbhava that the Saerificer invokes the blessings of longevity; and the 
meaning of this would be ‘may I live till the time of the Arbhava'-; in this 
manner the General Law would be obeyed. Hence it follows that in tins 
case also the words invoking the blessings of - longevity should be pronounced. 



Adhikarana ( 26 ): At the 1 Dvadashdha \ details like the 
‘ Etuydjyd 5 should/ be performed. 

SUTRA (62). . 

There should be performance of what are simply meritorious acts. 

Bhasya. 

There is the Dvadashdha sacrifice, laid down in the text — 4 Desiring 
prosperity, they should have recourse to the Dvadashdha ’ ; there are certain 
purely meritorious acts (having no bearing on the Sacrificial Ritual) which 
are indicated by the General Law as admissible at it ; such acts, for instance 
as, Btuydjyd, Varana and the ‘ giving of gold to Atreya'. 

In regard to these there arises the question — Should the merely meri- 
torious act be done, or not ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows— “ It has been already established 
that inasmuch as the Sattra is performed by the Saerifieers themselves 
(without the aid of officiating Priests), the ‘ Varana ’ and the ‘ Gift ’ become 
excluded (see Adhikarana 11, above) ; there is no other injunctive sentence 
laying down that these should be done ; — and there is as much wrong in 
doing what is not enjoined as there is in not doing what is enjoined. Hence 
the acts in question should not be done 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — There should he 
performance of what are simply meritorious acts ; — it is true that the ‘ appoint- 
ment ’ {Varana), or the * gift ’, in this case is not for the purpose of securing 
the services (of the priests) ; but that does not make it incompatible with the 
performance at which the Saerifieers themselves are the performers. Conse- 
quently, in accordance with the General Law, the acts in question should be 
performed. 




Ar> myA-R.A WA (27) : At the ‘ Pammana-Isti \ the 4 Nirvdpa y 
( Ooohing ) should he done . 

StJTRA (63). 

In the ab sence of the subordinate factor, the principal factor 
(should BE CARRIED out). 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the * Fire-installation Rite \ the Pavamana-Iafift 
are performed, as laid down in the text — Yo'gnayl pavamdndya purotfasha- 
ma$akapalannirvapet, agnaye pdvakdya, agnaye, shuchaye ’ ; at . these Istis 
the General Law renders admissible the act*of ‘ Cooking with the Agnihotra- 
hamni — Now the time at which the Pavamana-lqtis are performed is not 
the time of the Agnihotra ; so that at that time, the Agnihotrahavanl is not 
available. Thus then, there arises the question — As the Agnihotrahavanl is. 
hot there, should the said ‘ Cooking’ be done (without it) ? Or should it 
not be done ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows The Cooking cannot be done in the 
prescribed manner [as the A gnihotrahamni is not there]; — and no useful 
purpose can be served by doing an act in a manner not prescribed ; — hence 
it follows that as the act would be defective, it should not be done at all.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdntai — In the absence 
of the subordinate factor, the principal factor should be carried out ; — the 
Agnihotrahavanl is a subordinate factor, and the act of ‘ Cooking ’ is the 
principal factor. If the * Cooking ’ were not possible, then there would be 
no need for the Agnihotrahavanl, which, therefore, would be excluded ; — but 
even in the absence of the subordinate factor, the principal factor is not 
impossible -hence it follows that the ‘ Cooking ’ (which is the principal 
factor) should be done ; it' is only the fact of bs being done with the Agni- 
hotrahamni which, being impossible, becomes excluded. 



Adhikae^ana (28) : At the * Va/japlya the ‘ Mmii ’ 
(Handful) becomes excluded. 

SUTRA (64). 

[POrvapaksa] — “ The Exclusion of the number follows from 

THE EXCLUSION OF THE ‘ HANDFUL ’ : BECAUSE IT IS 
SUBSERVIENT TO THAT.” 

Bhasya. 

There is the Vdjapiya sacrifice, laid down in the text — ‘ Desiring - 
self-sovereignty, on© should perform the Vdjapeya sacrifice during 
the autumn ’ : — in connection with that, we read— 4 Naivarah saptadasha- 
fthmd/vah ksvre clia/rwrbhavati * f ‘ The Nfvara-corn cooked in milk in seventeen 
saucers constitutes the Charu ’ ] ; — now in connection with the Archetypal 
Sacrifice, a definite number and the measure of ‘handful’ have been laid 
down, in the sentence— 4 Chaturo mustimirvapati ’ [‘.He cooks four 

handfuls ’] ; — and both of these become admissible at the Vdjapeya, accord- 
ing to the General Law. 

There arises the following question in this connection— [At the Vdjapeya} 
(a) Should the number be adimitted and the ‘ handful ’ excluded ? — or (6) 
the ‘‘ Handful ’ admitted and the number excluded ?— -or (c) the number 
excluded ? — or (d) the number and ‘handful’ both excluded ?— or (e) 
either one excluded ? • . 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view (A) is as follows - “ (A) Either 
one of the two may be excluded, — i.e. either the number or the ‘ Handful ’ 
may be excluded.— Why so ? — Because there being no word indicating the 
exclusion of any one in particular, there can be no restriction as to this 
or that alone being excluded.” 

In answer to this we have the following view, which is Purvapaksa (B) :— 
“ There should be exclusion of the Handful and inclusion of the number . 
—Why ■?— Because the number is the predominant factor ; — in the text, 
quoted, the number comes first, and it, therefore, becomes apprehended first ; 
— at the time of its comprehension there is. nothing to obstruct the idea of 
the number ; — it is only after this unobstructed idea of the number has 
appeared that the idea of the Handful comes in (as expressed by the second 
word in the sentence) ; — this latter therefore cannot get over the obstruction 
caused by the presence of the idea of the number ; — ho.nce, as coming later, 
the Handful becomes excluded, and the number becomes admitted, this latter 
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being the predominant factor; this is what is going to be explained 
under 12. 2. 23.” 

In answer to the above we have the following, [winch is Purvapaksa 
(C)]: — “The exclusion of the Handful should lead to the exclusion of tine 
Number, — Why ? —Because it is subservient, to that ; in the phrase * four 
handfuls’, the number is spoken of as subordinate to (i.e. qualifying) the 
Handful; — the number ‘four’ being mentioned simply, with the view that 
the Handful may be qualified by the number Four , — and it is not mentioned 
for its own sake. Hence, even though the number, is mentioned first (in the 
phrase), it is as good as not so mentioned ; it is mentioned only for 
qualifying the other factor (Handful) ; consequently, no special regard should 
be shown to it ; and if the Handful becomes excluded, the number subsisting 
in that Handful also becomes excluded, by reason of its substratum having 
disappeared ; if the number were admitted as subsisting in another sub- 
stratum, then it would not be admitted in the form in which it has appeared 
at the Archetype. On the other hand, if the number were excluded (and 
not the Handful), then the Handfuls which subsist in the ‘Cooking’’ 
would not become excluded, for the simple reason that their substratum 
(Cooking) will not have been excluded. Hence, inasmuch as the number 
is subservient to (quality of) the Handful, it is the number that becomes 
excluded, not the Handfuls ; according to the principle going to be explained 
under Sutra 12. 2. 25.” 

StJTRA (65). 

[Argument against Purvapaksa (C)] — It c'anfot be so ; because it is 
AUXILIARY TO THE * COOKING ’. 



It is not as has been explained above ; as a matter of fact, the number 
is not mentioned as subsisting in the Handfuls ; if it had been mentioned 
as subsisting in the Handfuls, then, being subservient, it could be excluded 
(on the exclusion of the Handfuls ). — “What then is it mentioned as sub- 
sisting in ? ” — In the ‘ Cooking ’. — “ How so ? ” — The construction is, not as 
* four handfuls ’ (‘ Chaturo mu§tih), but as ‘ he cooks four ’ (‘ Chaturo nirva- 
pati ’ ) ; in fact, it is the Cooking that is spoken of as qualified by the handful, 
as also by the number ; it is only when a thing is connected with an action 
that the word expressing it takes the Accusative Ending (as we have 
in the words ‘ chaturah ’ and ‘ mustih ’).— “ Why ? ” — Becatise it. is a case- 
ending, an ending denoting a verbal relationship of something brought about ; 
and what is brought about is an action, not a substance (which is an already 
accomplished entity). Hence Direct Assertion connects the number ‘ four ’ 
with the action of ‘Cooking’, while it is only Syntactical Connection that 
connects it with the ‘ handfuls ’ ; — and Direct Assertion is more authorita- 
tive than Syntactical Connection. Hence we conclude that in consideration 
of the principal factor, there should be exclusion of the Handful. 
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ADHYlYA X, PADA II, ADHIKARANA (28). 

SUTRA (66). 

[Final Purvapakm]— “ In reality, on account of similarity in 

REGARD TO THE INJUNCTION, THE NUMBER SHOULD BE REGARDED 
AS THE MODIFICATION OF THE ORIGINAL NUMBER : 

AND THE OTHER THING SHOULD BE TAKEN AS 
EXCLUDING THE £ HANDFUL BECAUSE 
OF THE 'CONNECTION’.” 

Bhasya. 

The term * tu ’ (‘ in reality ’ ) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above. 

“It is not right tliat the Number is to be retained and the Handful 
excluded ; what really happens is that the Number ( seventeen ) excludes the 
Number '(Four), and the ‘Saucers’ exclude the * Handfuls V- -How so? 
Because of similarity ;■*— At the Archetype the ‘ Handful ’ is the substance 
leading to the act of ‘Cooking’, and the Number ‘four’ is a qualification 
of them Handfuls in the ease in question (of Vwjapeya) what is asserted 
is that the ‘ Cham ’ consists of the ' Saucers ’ as its substance and is qualified 
by the number ‘ seventeen now here the substance * Handful ’ which 
serves the purpose of measuring (at the Archetype) becomes excluded (and 
replaced) by the substance ''Saucers which also serve the same purpose 
of measuring, — and the number ‘ four ’, which qualified the 'Handful', 
is excluded (and replaced) by the number ‘seventeen’, which qualifies 
the ‘ Saucers \;—j ust as in the case of the expression— ‘This is curd, this is 
clarified butter, this is the vegetable, these the paddy -grains, — De mdatta 
should be fed; like Devadatta, Yajnadatla also should be fed, with oil \ — 
the purpose that is served in the food by the Clarified Butter is in the latter 
case understood to be served by oil ; hence, even though it is not asserted 
in so many words that * the food should be lubricated with oil yet the 
oil serves to exclude the Clarified Butter (and no other substance), — and that 
for the only reason that both of these serve the same purpose (of lubricating 
the food). Similarly in the case in question, the number that qualifies a 
substance can exclude only the number that serves the same purpose of 
qualifying a substance. The other thing, — i.e. the substance, ‘Saucers’— - 
should be taken as excluding the Handful, — because of the connection. — From 
all this we conclude that the Number as well as the Substance connected 
with the Archetype becomes excluded (at the Vajapeya).” 

SUTRA (67). 

[SedDHANTA] — N OT so; BECAUSE of THE CONNECTION OF THE SACRIFICES ; 

SPECIALLY AS AT THE ARCHETYPE, THERE IS CONNECTION 
OF AN EMBELLISHMENT. 

Bhasya. 

It is not as set forth above. The term ‘ Chodand ’, (in the Sutra) we 
explain as sacrifice ; the number ‘ seventeen ’ as well as the substance 
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4 saucers \ is connected with a sacrifice ; — -at the Archetype, the number 
4 Four * and the substance 4 Handful ’ are connected with the embellishment 
of 4 Cooking 5 ; — What is used at one place excludes a thing at anot her place, 
even though it may serve the same function as the former. When the purpose 
served by what is admissible under the General Law is found to be served 
by another tiling directly mentioned, then this latter excludes the former ; 
as a matter of fact, when the act-of sacrifice is performed, the purpose served 
by the act of 4 Cooking ’ does not become fulfilled ; hence the sacrifice does 
not exclude anything that comes with the 4 Cooking 5 ; but the substance 
that is Cooked by 4 four handfuls ’ does not become one 4 Cooked in seventeen 
saucers — because the two are incompatible; so one or th%’ other must be 
excluded ; and it is more reasonable that the Handful should be excluded 
in favour of the number (seventeen). 



Abhikabana ( 29 ) : In swch S hr uU -texts as * Dhenumolu- 

bheta \ terms Uke 1 dhenu 1 denote 
the, 1 cow ’. 

SUTRA (68). 

In the case of the original word, there should be modification 

IN THE SUBSTANCE, AS THERE IS NO USE FOR IT. 

Bhasya. 

In a certain context, we read — ‘ One should sacrifice a dhenu to Dydvd- 
Prtlmn. a Vatsa to the Mwruis and a Rsabha to Indira \ 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is it goats that are denoted 
by the \yords (a) ' Dhenu', (b) Vatsa', and (c) ( Rqabha ’ [which literally 
stand for (a) ‘Milch’. (5) ‘ Young’, and (c) ‘Full-grown’}? Or is it 
cows, [(a) the milch cow, (6) the calf, and (c) the bull] ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows In view of the General Law, the words 
should be taken as standing for goats [which are the animals that are used 
at the Archetypal Animal-sacrifice]. The connotation of all these words is 
based upon certain qualities [(a) giving i imllr , (6) be. mg about onc-i/ecyr-old, 
and (c) being full grown.'] ; and the quality must be connected with that 
animal which is indicated by the General Law. — 4 But the words signify 
those qualities as subsisting in the cow \ — True, they signify that ; but tile 
presence of the cow is not directly mentioned by any word, nor is it indicated 
by the General Law ; so that, though the word signifying the quality denotes 
the quality as subsisting in the cow — and it indicates the sacrificial anvinnal 
in general by Syntactical Connection,— yet inasmuch as the very substance 
cmv is absent in the case in question, what is accepted is the Syntactical 
Connection indicating the Sacrificial anvknal in general, and not the Direct 
Denotation (of the cow). — Further, what the words really connote are (a) 
4 Giving milk’ (in the case of ‘ dhenu'), and (b) a certain age (in the case 
of ‘ vatsa ’ and ‘ rsabha ’), — and qualities, being without a material body 
cannot, become connected with an action, — it is only with substances that 
they are connected -the substance is indicated by the General Law (as the 
goat) ; — and it is -with this substance that these qualities become co-ordinated ; 
—just as in the case of the expression f am dve dhenu daddti, tasya pum§i 
dhenurdaksind ’ [where the term ‘ dhenu 5 has been vised in the sense of 
‘milch’ and applied to the sheep and the woman] ; — similarly in the sentence 
■ A jarsabhasydjinamavaMrnati 5 [where the term frsabha’, in the sense of 
full-grown, is applied to the goat},—- the term (‘ dhenu ’ or ‘ rsabha ’) 
expressive of giving milk and a certain age, becomes connected with that 
substance (animal) which is spoken of in the same sentence ; — similarly in 
the: case in question, the terms shall be connected with the substance that 
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cotoes in by virtue of the General Law.— -For all these reasons the terms 
‘ dhenu \ ‘ vatsa * and ‘ rsabha should be taken as standing for goats'' 

In answer to the above we have the following Siddhanta : — In the case of 
the original word, — i.e. the word in question, which, in its very origin is 
expressive of a quality as residing in a certain animal-species, — there should 
be modification in the substance ; i.e. the substance also should be modified, 
not the quality only. That is, the terms in question,— which signify the 
quality of giving milk, or of being of a certain age, as subsisting in a certain 
animal-species,— cannot be applied to the animals of the species ■ goats — they 
must be applied to the animals of the species ‘ cows \ 

Objection In the case in question that much may be admitted which 
is capable of being admitted, while what is not capable of being admitted 
shall be excluded ; as in the expression ‘ Ajd dhenuvatsarsabhdh \ where 
goats are spoken of as dhenu (milch), vatsa (young), and rsabha (full grown) *\ 
Answer — In the expression quoted, the term 6 goat 5 is clearly co- 
ordinated with the terms * dhenu ‘ vatsa ’ and ‘ rsabha ’ ; — while in the case 
in question, the substance goat would come in by virtue of the General Law ; 
—but the General Law camiot bring in the substance goat if it be found 
to be incompatible ; — nor are the 4 dhenu ’ and the rest connected with any 
substance because the particular case-ending connects them only with 
the act of sacrificing. That it applies to the cow is expressed by Direct 
Denotation, while the connection with the substance could be got at only 
through Syntactical Connection ; which latter is weaker than Direct Denota- 
tion. Thus then, the particular quality subsisting in a certain animal - 
species which is connected with the act of sacrifice, cannot apply to the 
substance goat ; — nor can the species (cow) which is directly expressed be 
abandoned on the strength of merely the General Law. — From all this it 
follows that the terms ‘ dhenU ’ and the rest must stand for cows. 



Adhikarana (30) : fn the case of the Injunction ‘ Vdya- 
vyam shvetamalabheta \ it is the Goat that should 
be sacrificed . 

SUTRA (69). 

In the case of the contingent word, the original thing should 

COME IN, BECAUSE THE CONNECTION IS CAPABLE OF BEING MADE, 

AND CONSEQUENTLY THE GENERAL LAW IS 
APPLICABLE. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the text — ‘ Vdyavyam shvelamdlabheta bhutikamah ’ Des ir- 

ing prosperity, one should sacrifice the Shveta dedicated to V&yu' j, 

In. regal’d to this, there arises the question — Should the animal used 
here be the goat ? Or should the goat be excluded ? 

The Piirvapaksa is as follows In its very origin, the term ‘ Shveta ’ 
signifies only the presence of the quality of whiteness', hence any animal 
that may be possessed of the quality of whiteness may be sacrificed ; and 
the term 1 Shveta \ directly applied, should not be excluded from application 
to any animal. Hence either the Goat or the Bullock or any other white 
animal may be sacrificed.” 

In answer to this, we have the following SiddMnta -The term ‘ Shveta ' 
being a contingent one,— having its application to a substance based upon 
the contingency of the presence of the quality of whiteness, — all that can 
be modified (at the eetype) is the quality ; because in this case no substance 
belonging to any species is signified: that alone is to be taken as qualified 
which is found to help in' the accomplishment of the act of sacrifice this is 
all that is understood from the sentence. That particular substance which is 
indicated by the General Law as to be used for sacrificing, — if found com- 
patible, — should be taken as what is qualified by the term 1 Shveta — “ But 
the terra can also qualify things other than the goat — We do not say that 
it cannot qualify other things; all that we say is that there is no useful 
purpose to be served in the ease in question by its qualifying Other things. 
For these reasons we conclude that though the term ’ Shveta ’ ('white’) 
is all that is directly used, yet it should be taken, in the case in question, as 
qualifying the goat only, not any other animal. 



Adhikarana (31) : (A) At the 4 Sadyaskra \ the 4 Stake in 

the Threshing yard ’ need not he of 4 Khadira wood ’ 
only ; — (B) At the 4 Chitrd ’ the 4 i&ce ' 
need noi 6e o/ 4 FrSW ’ only. 

SUTRA (70). 

Thebe being incompatibility, thebe should be exclusion of the 

ARCHETYPAL ACCESSORY ; BECAUSE OF ITS ‘ ASSERTION ; AND 
BECAUSE IT IS WITH THAT THAT THE ACTION IS 
CONNECTED; ’ 

Bhdsya. 

(A) In connection with the Sddyaskra-sacrifice ,we read — ‘ KhaUbali 
yiipo bhavctti ’ [ c The stake In the threshing-yard is the Sacrificial Post - 
In regard to this, there arises the question. — Does the General Law make it 
necessary that this stake in the threshing -yard should be of Khadira wood 
(of which the Sacrificial Post is made) 1 ? Or does it not make this necessary 
and the stake may be made of Khadira or of any other wood ? 

(B) Similarly in connection with the Chitrd sacrifice, we read—- 1 Curd, 
Honey, Clarified Butter, Water, Pried Grains, Rice, — these mixed together 
form the offering to Prajdpati — In regard to this also, there arises the 
question-— Does the General Law make it necessary that Vnhi-gmins (which 
am used at the archetype) should be brought in, and the JR ice must be of 
Vrihi ? Or does it not make it necessary and the rice may be of Vrihi or 
of any other variety of grains ? 

The Pvrmpakm view is as follows : — “ (A) The Stake in the Threshing- 
yard must be made of Khadira-ivood., and (B) the Bice must be of Vrihi ; 
because the use of (A) the Khadira wood, and (B) of Vrihi -rice is what is 
indicated by the General Law; and by adopting these, the General Law 
becomes obeyed. What is laid, down in the text in question is that the 
Khadira and other wood are to be used as the stake in the threshing-yard,— 
the sense being that ‘ that which has been used as the Sacrificial Post should 
be made the stake an the threshing-yard 1 ; it‘ is quite possible for the 
Sacrificial Post to be made the stake in the threshing-yard ; while it is not 
possible in any s way for the stake in the threshing -yard to become the 
Sacrificial Post*, as a matter of fact, the Sacrificial Post is made of the 
Khadira and other wood by such, embellishments as ‘Chopping’ and the 
rest ; it is not made of . any other #ood ; so that when it is said of anything 
that ‘ it is the Sacrificial Post ’ (as it has been said in the text in regard to. 
the stake in the threshing-yard), what is meant is that ‘it serves the purposes 
of , the Sacrificial Post’ ; apd this would involve aoi -indirect indication. — 
(B) As regards the Vrihi also, the Rice is already known as. to be used (from 
the fact of its having been used at fhq Archetype), and an that js done.fat 
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the eetype, in accordance with the text in question) is that it is connected 
with the Deity (i.e. offered) in the shape of entire grains, and not in the 
form of the ground flour (in which it is used at the Archetype, where it is 
offered in the shape of Cakes). — From all this it follows that (A) it is the 
Khadira and other wood (that have been prescribed in connection with the 
Sacrificial Post) that should be made into the stake -in the threshing-yard, and 
(B) the Vrlhi is to be used as Rice.” 

In. answer to this, vie have the following Siddhanta: — When there is 
incxmipatibilUy in the case , the archetypal accessory should be excluded.— 

•‘ What is the . incmiptUibilUy .? It is. because of the assertion ; that is. 

what is actually enjoined in the text is that t he stake in the threshing-yard 
should he made the Sacrificial Post,~-d nd not that the Sacrificial Post should 
be made the stake in the, threshing-yard ; this is the construction that makes 
the connection with the verb *bhavati’ (‘is’) direct; as the term ‘ yupali ’ 
precedes that verb immediately ; under the other construction, which involves 
t he construing of the verb with ‘ KhalebdlV, which is removed from it, the 
connection would be a remote one. Then again, the term ‘ KhalMbaU ’ 
(‘ stake in .the threshing -yard ’) is applied to that piece of wood which is 
used for the protection of the threshing^yard ; and it. is this piece of wood 
which is laid down as to be used for that purpose for which the Sacrificial 
Post is used ; this is the meaning of the assertion that ‘ that which is the 
stake in the threshing -yard is the Sacrificial Post, ’ ; and it is quite possible 
for that stake to be used for the purpose for which the Sacrificial Post is used. — 
As for the argument that “ this involves recourse to indirect indication, by 
t he words of the text, of the purposes of the Sacrificial Post ”, — even 
indirect indication is better than a remote construction ; because in the 
case of indirect indication, the Syntactical Connection is quite perceptible, 
which it is not in the ease of remote construction. — From all this it follows 
that,, of whichsoever wood the stake in the threshing -yard, might have been 
made, that same should be used for the purposes of the Sacrificial Post, 
and the General Law cannot restrict the stake to any particular wood ; because 
if it did, the direct Vedic text would be set aside by the General Law (which 
functions only indirectly) ; hence there can be no such restriction as that 
the stake in the threshing-yard must be made of Khadira or such other wood 
(as have been prescribed in connection with the Sacrificial Post). 



Amrar at?, a re a (32) : 4 Hewing 5 and the rest shall not be 
done to the 6 Stake in the Threshing-Yard \ 

SUTRA (71). 

Thebe should be exclusion of others. 

Bhasya. 

In regard to the Stake in. the Threshing Yard, there arises the question 

Should, or should not, such operations as Hewing , Sizing , liaising and the 

rest be performed ? 

The- Purvapaksa is that — “ They should be performed, in obedience to 
the General Law ”. 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhanta : — There should be 
exclusion of others ; — The stake as it stands has to be used as the Sacrificial 
Post ; sot that, if the stake as it stands is used as the Sacrificial Post, the 
requirements of the scriptures become obeyed ; and when these requirements 
have been fulfilled, no effort need be made in regard to other details.— 
Further, Hewing and the rest are operations needed for the making of the 
Sacrificial Post; — while in the case in question, there is no need for the 
Sacrificial Post as such ; — as the purpose for which the Sacrificial Post would 
be used is served by means something different (i.e. the stake in the 
threshing-yard) ; — hence it follows that hewing and other operations should 
not be performed in the case in question. 

BtJTRA (72). 

Also because of incongruity. 

Bhasya. 

For the following reason also, the operations in question should not be 
performed If these operations were performed on the Stake in the 
Threshing Yard, it would be something very incongruous. The ‘ Stake in 
the Threshing Yard ’ is that piece of wood which is already being used for 
the protection of the Threshing Yard; and it is to be used as it stands ; — 
if Hewing were done to it, it would be destroyed ; in fact, it would become a 
totally different thing, which oould no longer be used for the protection 
of the Yard. As for the sizing, there would be no opportunity for it ; as it 
has already been sized up for a totally different purpose; the sizing too is 
done to logs of wood, nor to articles made of wood. — Lastly, as for Raising, 
it is impossible to be done to the Stake, which is already raised (fixed vertically). 

From all this it follows that Hewing and the other operations should not 
be performed. 



Adhik ARANA (33) : In the case of the ‘ Stake in the Thresh - ' 

ing Yard\ embellishments like ‘ ground-levelling \ 

‘ water-spri nkli ng \ ‘ firm fixing' and 
‘ anointing' should be performed. 

SUTRA (73). 

If THERE IS no ri-RPOSE served, it would serve as an 
■* EMBELLISHMENT \ 

Bhasya. 

In regard to the * Stake in the Threshing Yard % there arises the question 
— should, or should not, such operations be performed — as (a) the levelling 
of the ground with Maitravaruria's Stick, (b) Sprinkling water over it, (e) 
firm Ramming in, (r?) Anointing and so forth ? 

The Purmpaksa is as follows: — “ They should not be performed; for 
reasons already explained under Su. 71 above; it is exactly as it stands 
in the yard that the stake, which is not the Sacrificial Post, is to be used as 
the Sacrificial Post, and hence the embellishments laid down in connection 
with the "Sacrificial Post’, which might come in in connection with the 
Stake, should be excluded.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta : — When there is no 
' purpose served, — i.e. ■when there is no need for it — i.e. if the Stake does not 
need the embellishments in question, —then alone could it be said that for 
the performance of these operations, it is a necessary condition that the 
object concerned be the Sacrificial Post ; and then in that case, they would 
not he performed in the case of the Stake in the Threshing Yard, In the 
case in question however we find that the levelling of the ground, the sprinkling 
of water, and the firm ramming do serve the useful purpose of securing the 
firmness of the stake ; if it were left loose, it could not protect the Threshing 
Yard ; and farther, if these operations are performed, they do not deprive 
the ‘Stake in the Threshing Yard* of its own character. Hence it follows 
that the operations should be performed. — As for the Anointing, that too 
does no harm to the stake, and if done, in obedience to tbe General Law, 
it would only improve it, and not spoil it in any way ; hence the Anointing 
also should be done. 



Adhikara-na (34) : At the ‘ Mahdpitryaj ha 4 Thwmping ’ 
should be done to the Fried Grains . 

SUTRA (74). 

If it is done and the substance is not altered, it would serve 

THE SAME PURPOSE, AND AS SUCH, WOULD REMAIN 
THE SAME. 

Bhasya. 

There is the Mahdpitryajna, laid down in the text — 6 Somaya pitrma- 
te satkapdlam pitrbhyo varhi§adbhyo dhdnah pitrbhyo' bhivanydyai dugdhe- 
mantham ’—[Where it is laid down that ‘ Fried grains ’ are to he offered 
the Varhisad Pitrs ]. 

In regard to the ‘ Fried grains there arises the question — should 
Thumping be done to them, or not ? 

The Purvapaksa is- as follows It should not be done ; — Why ? — 
because of destruction ; if the Thumping were done, the character of ‘ fried 
grains ’ would be destroyed, as the grains would be reduced to flour. Hence 
the Thumping should not be done.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta — It has already been 
explained that if a certain operation does not actually destroy the thing, 
it should be done for the purpose of improving it, as in the case of the 
Anointing (see tinder Su. 73). — Says the Opponent — “ Anointing does not 
destroy the Stake, but the Thumping does destroy the fried grains ”. — 
Answer — The Thumping could be done in such a way as not to destroy the 
Fried grains ; there might be a slight change in the order of the operations 
(the Thumping being done before the frying) ; by this change, it is only the 
order that would be transgressed, the substance would remain the same ; 
so that there would be exclusion of the subordinate factor, but the inclusion 
of the principal factor (as explained above under Su. 10. 2. 63). Hence the 
Thumping should be done first, — then the frying ; so that the Thumping 
would be subservient to the frying, and the character of the ‘ fried grains ’ 
would not be lost. 


End of Pdda id of Adhydya X.._ 



ADHYAYA X. 

PADA hi. 


Adhikarana (1) : At the 1 Pashu ’ and other sacrifices, the 

1 Sdmidheni 5 and other archetypal operations should 
be adopted . 

SUTRA (1). 

[POrvapaksa — continued] — “Iu the case oe an ectype, what is 

DECLARED BY THE TEXT IS THE PRINCIPAL FACTOR; HENCE 
ADDITIONAL SUBSIDIARIES SHOULD COME IN J BECAUSE 
OF THE PROXIMITY OF THE PRINCIPAL FACTOR,” 

Bhasya. 

(A) In connection with the Soma-sacrifice, there is the Animal-sacrifice 
to Agni-Soma , laid down in the text—- 4 On being initiated, one should 
sacrifice the animal dedicated • to Agni-Soma ’ ; — in connection with this 
Animal -sacrifice, it is laid down that — ‘ One should perform eleven Prayajas 
and eleven Anuydjas \ — (B) Similarly there is the injunction — ‘ Desiring 
heaven, one should perform the Ohaturmdsya sacrifices’; — and in con- 
nection with this Chaturmasya, it is laid down that ‘ one should perform 
nine Praydjas and nine Anuydjas — (C.) Similarly, there is the injunction — 
‘ Desiring prosperity, one should sacrifice the white goat ’ ; and in connection 
with this it is laid down that — One should pour out the oblation, reciting 
the Mantra, Hiranyagarbhah samavartatagre etc. ’ — (D) Lastly, in connection 
with the Avabhrtha, it is laid down that — ‘ He should pour out the oblations 

In regard to all these, there arises the question— -Should the archetypal 
operations not come in at these eetypes,— -and when they do not come in, 
are these entirely different acts that have been enjoined in these texts ? — 
Or do the archetypal operations come in, and when they do come in, the 
texts in question only lay down accessory details ? 

The Purvapakqa is as follows : — “ The archetypal operations do not 
come in ; in fact, in the case of every ectype, what is declared by the words 
is the principal factor, not the accessory details ; hence at the Agmgomiya 
and other sacrifices in question, there is an appearance of additional subsidiary 
acts ; the * Sacrifice ’ and ‘ Pouring out of oblations ’ that are enjoined 
should be regarded as distinct acts ; in this way would the Vedic text be 
obeyed ; it is through these acts that they become endowed with their sub- 
sidiary details.— For these reasons fve conclude that the archetypal Procedure 
does not come in ; as regards the archetype, that Procedure is in close 
proximity to it, and hence it cannot pass over that archetype which is ip 
close prcptim^ 
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shababa-bhIsya : 


V 

SUTRA (2). 

[POevapaksa— continued] — “ There is no dependence upon the 

FACT OF THESE BEING AN ARCHETYPE.” 

Ehasya . 

“Under the above view there will be no dependence. — ‘What 
dependence ? ’ — The assumption that it is to be performed ‘ like the 
Archetype ’ ; in fact, that General Law, if applied, would require this 
Archetype, which is not far removed, though intervened by several sentences. 
— Hence it must be concluded that the distinct acts are enjoined- — (a) 
‘ Performs the Prayaja sacrifices (6) ‘Performs the Aghdra (c) ‘Makes 
the offering with the Mantra, H iranyagarbhah samamrtatdgre etc. V* 


SUTRA (3). 

.[PUrvapar^a — concluded] — “Also because of the capacity of the 
Injunction.” 

Bhdsya. 

This Sutra is meant to be the Purvapaksin’s answer to an objection against 
his view. This objection is as follows : — ‘ The sentences in question do not 
possess the capacity to enjoin the performance of the acts in question. — 
How so ? — The sentence does not afford the idea that one performs the 
sacrifice , all the idea derived from it is that one brings about the number 
eleven in connection with the Prayaja, which means that he brings about a 
particular quality in the sacrifice ; that this is so is due to the presence 
of the word (eleven) denoting a -quality; if what was meant were the 
bringing about of the sacrifice itself, then the word denoting the quality 
would he meaningless. Henee it follows that the sentences should be - taken 
as laying down accessory details.’ 

The ansjver to this (as contained in the Sutra) is as follows : — “ The 
sentences in question do possess the capacity to enjoin; they are perfectly 
able to enjoin the performance. — How ? — The sentences contain verbs, 
and verbs have been shown to be injunctive of action itnder Sutra 2. 1. 1. 
These sentences therefore can enjoin the action along with its accessory 
details, the sense of the injunction being — ‘The sacrifice should be per 
formed, and the number eleven should be made up Similarly with the 
other sentences. From all this it follows that the words in question are 
injunctive of distinct actions; and hence the Procedure of the Archetype 
does not come into them.” 
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ADHYlYA X, PADA in, ABHIK ARANA (1). 

SUTRA (4). 

[SiddhInta]— The principal act along with its subsidiaries, even 

THOUGH SO CIRCUMSTANCED, SHOULD BE REGARDED AS 
* ECTYPAL ’ ; BECAUSE ITS PROCEDURE IS NOTICED ; 

ALL THE ACTS MUST BE TAKEN TO BE SUCH AS 
HAVE AN ANTECEDENT AND ARE EQUALLY 
SET INTO OPERATION. 

Bhasya. 

It is not true that the Procedure (of the Archetype) does not come 
into the acts in question, and that these acts are distinct by themselves. In 
reality the principal, — i.e. the archetypal — act along with its subsidiaries, 
even though so circumstanced, should be regarded as ectypal. This has been 
explained under Sutra 7. 4. 10. 

The procedure of the archetypal act is duly noticed in some of the 
ectypal acts. Hence the whole procedure of the ectype should consist of 
such acts as have an antecedent, — i.e. have an archetype — and are equally 
set into operation, — i.e. as understood from the General Law. — For these 
reasons, in the case in question also, the archetypal procedure should come in. 

As for the argument that — “Inasmuch as all needs will have been 
supplied by the Prayajas, the archetypal procedure cannot come in 
the answer to this is that this would be so if the sacrifice were enjoined ; 
as a matter of fact, however, if the sacrifice were enjoined by the sentences, 
then all these words — ‘ eleven ■ nine ‘ Hiranyagarbhah samavartatdgre ’ — 

would be meaningless. It cannot be said that the ‘ eleven ’ and the rest 
are only referred to ; — because those are just the factors that are not already 
known, and as such they must be regarded as enjoined by the sentences 
in question ; and the sentences show that they have been enjoined in relation 
to the sacrifice. If it were the sacrifice that is enjoined, — and the number 
‘ eleven ’ is enjoined in relation to that sacrifice, — then there would be 
syntactical split. — From all this it follows that the archetypal procedure 
does come into the acts in question (by the General Law) and that the sen- 
tences in question contain injunctions of the accessory details of those acts. 

StTRA (5). 

There can be no injunction of accessory details in regard to 

AN ACT WHICH HAS NO ACCESSORY DETAILS. 



For the following reason also the sentences should be taken as injunctions 
of accessory details : — In relation to an act which has no accessory details, 
there can be no injunction of particular accessory details ; particular injunc- 
tions of accessory details are in the form — ‘ The Prastara, Bedding, is to be 
of reeds’ ; — but there can be no injunction of a particular kind of Bedding 
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in a case where there is no Bedding at all. For instance, if a man has no 
son, no toys arc made for the son ; similarly in the instance cited, there could 
be no injunction of ‘ the Bedding , being made of reeds . -Hence the sen- 
tences in question must be taken as injunctions of accessory details. 

SUTRA (0). 

Inasmuch as the action is spoken of by one and the same Word, 

IN CLOSE PROXIMIT " TO IT, THE INJUNCTION BECOMES CON- 
NECTED WITH THE NAME; THROUGH THE PARTICULAR 
ACCESSORY, THE ACTION WOULD BECOME MODIFIED; 

BECAUSE THE WORD APPERTAINS TO THE INJUNC- 
TION AND ' F ACs i>‘nRY IS SOMETHING THAT 
V - IS. TO BE ENJOINED.;/ 

Bhiisya. 

The following is another peculiarity (which points to the same 
conclusion) : — The 'Principal Act and the Subsidiary Act are both spoken of 
by one and the same word i.e. a single ‘ word % consisting of the declaration 
of the entire procedure, speaks of the Primary Act as well as its subsidiaries ; 
hence in the declaration of the Primary Act, the subsidiaries are in close 
proximity to it ; — these being in close proximity, the injunction of the 
accessories becomes connected by mentioning the. name, in this form — 

‘ That sacrifice which is named Praydja has this accessory detail — In t his 
manner, in the case of all sacrifices, the action would become modified through 
the parikuhtr accessory ; that is, the number modifies the number and t he 
Mantra modifies the Mantra. A:; a matter of fact, the word appertains to 
the injunction of the Praydja and other sacrifices ; — and the accessory detail 
is something that is to be enjoined ; consequently, the second mention of it is 
not meaningless. — From all this it follows that the archetypal procedure 
does come into the sacrifices in question and that the sentences are injunctions 
of accessory details. 

SUTRA (7). 

Also because the Name is not something to be done. 

Bhasya . 

It cannot be said that “ what is enjoined is the connection between the 
Name and the Named ” because when the relationship between a term 
and an object is enjoined, the form of the verbal construction would be 
different — in the form ‘ one • should perform eleven sacrifices, and these 
sacrifices are named Praydja and Anuydja ’ ; and this construction involves 
a syntactical split.— On the other hand, if the mention of these sacrifices, 
whose names are already well known, is taken to be for the purpose of 
enjoining the accessory details, [then the said incongruity does not arise, 
jand] on that account also the archetypal procedure should be taken as' 
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coming in, and the sentences should be taken as injunctions of accessory 
details. 

SUTRA (8). 

In regard to the accessory detail, the ‘ Capacity ’ is 

EQUALLY PRESENT- 
Bha-sya. 

This Sutra is to be taken as preceded by certain words. — “ What are 
those words?” — They are as follows: — It has been argued that “the 
Prayajas and the Anuydjas are not close by, and hence it is not for the 
sentences to be taken as enjoining the accessories of those sacrifices — 
This has got to be refuted ; and the refutation is as follows :~/n regard to 
the accessory details , the capacity of the General Law is equally present ; 
so that it will bring into the acts in question the accessory details related to 
the archetype; and being known to be so admissible, they are mentioned 
in the sentence in question, which serves the purpose of enjoining other 
accessory details. — The other alternative is that it will enjoin the accessories 
and then make them admissible at the acts in question; but in that case, 
these could have no connection with the sentence laying down the accessory 
details. — Of the two alternatives, it is much simpler to indicate the admission 
of those that have been already enjoined. — The word, having its purposes 
served by getting at the archetypal details, cannot enjoin fresh accessories. 

“ The sentence in question itself may serve to enjoin them ’’.—That is 
not possible ; because this sentence is only for the purpose of connecting 
the accessory details, as is clear from the presence of the word signifying the 
accessory detail. — For these reasons also we conclude that the procedure 
being already known to be admissible, the sentences in question are injunc- 
tions of accessory details. 

It has been argued that — “ the verbs are injunctions of acts — as proved 
under Sutra 2. 1. I.” — The answer to that is that the capacity of these 
verbs is equal ; the words which, being accompanied by words denoting the 
accessories, are capable of enjoining the accessory as well as. the act, are 
all the more capable of enjoining the accessory only ; for the man who eats 
stones, corn-cakes are easy to devour.— For this reason also the sentences 
in question should be taken as injunctions of accessories. 

StJTRA (9). 

“ In this way, all acts would be c primary ’ ”, — IP this is urged 
[then the answer is a.s iii the next Sutra]. 

Bhdsya. 

Says the Opponent — “ If your view is that the verb will enjoin the 
accessory details, — then, in that case, as all acts are expressed by verbs, 
they would all be primary .” 
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SUTRA (10). 

The injunctions by such a word (verb) would always be in 

ACCORDANCE WITH THE ACTUAL NATURE OF THE ACTS 
CONCERNED. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not merely by being expressed by the verb that anything becomes 
primary or secondary ; if an act is actually a secondary one, it does not 
become primary simply by reason of its being expressed by a verb ; as a 
matter of fact, it is in accordance with the actual nature of the act concerned 
that there are injunctions by means of verbs; so that what is primary 
remains primary , and what is secondary remains secondary, 

SUTRA (11). 

Inasmuch as both the archetypal and the ectypal (accessories) 

ARE EQUALLY RELATED TO THE DECLAMATORY STATEMENT, THE 
CHARACTER OF ■ BEING ENJOINED ’ IS EQUALLY PRE- 
SENT IN BOTH ; CONSEQUENTLY ALL IS SUBSERVIENT 

to the Primary Act. 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason we conclude that the sentences in question 
are injunctions of accessory details.— “ For what reason ? ” — The character 
of * being enjoined ’ is equally present in both the archetypal and the ectypal 
accessories , as there is no difference in the connection between these and 
the Declamatory Statement ; that is, the declamatory statement in connec- 
tion with the Archetype is— ‘ One offers the sacrifice to A gni-Svistakrl for 
the stability of the sacrifice ’ ; and in connection with the ectype also there 
is practically the same declaration — * When one offers the sacrifice to Agni- 
SvigtaJcrt, one renders the sacrifice stable — Similarly' in connection with 
the Archetype there is the declamation — ‘ The two Ajyabhaga-ofieimgs are 
the two eyes of the sacrifice ’, and practically the same in connection with 
the ectype — ‘ When one makes the two Ajyabhdga-oSermgs, they are the 
very eyes — From ail this it follows that all acts of this nature subserve the 
purposes of the Primary Act, — and as such, in the case in question, they 
should be taken as subsidiary to the Ectypal Sacrifice. 

SUTRA (12). 

Their appearance being similar, they should be similar in 
connection with the embellishments also. 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also we conclude that all the acts are not' 
Primary Acts, there are some that are subservient to the Primary Act. The 
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order of sequence in the appearance of the’ Praydjas and the Anuydjaa is 
similar ; i.e. the order of sequence in the connection kf the embellishments 
at the ectype is found to be similar to that at the Archetype. — “How so ? ” 
—The order of the Praydjas and Anuydjm is found lo be thus described — 

‘ Prajq/pati created the sacrifice, — first of all. He created Clarified Butter, — 
the animal in the middle, — and the Pr§addjya j it is for this reason that the 
Praydjas proceed first of all with Clarified Butter, with the anima l in the 
middle, and with Pr§addjya in the end, then the Anuydjas proceed’; the 
mention of the order of sequence in regard $6 the Pra$dja& and the Anuydjas 
that we find here is explicable only if they be subservient to the Primary 
Sacrifice, — and not if they themselves were Primary Acts, — Hence it follows 
that all the acts are not primary, there are some that are subservient to the 
Primary. 



Adhikarana (2) : In connection with the Animal-offering 

to Vayu, the mantra ‘ Hiranyagarhhah samavarta - 
tdgre etc. * is to he used with the second 
c Pouring out of the offering \ 

SUTRA (13). 

[PiJrvapaksa— continued] — “ The ‘ Hiranyagarbha-mantra ’ should 

BE USED AT THE FIRST OFFERING, — AS SUCH IS THE INDICATION 
OF THE MANTRA-TEXT.” 

Bhasya. 

There is the animal sacrificed to Vayu, in accordance with the text— 
1 Desiring prosperity, one should sacrifice the white goat dedicated to Vayu ’ ; 
—in connection with this sacrifice, we read— ‘With the mantra, Hiranya- 
garbhali samavartatdgre etc. one pours out’ the offering’. — We have seen in 
the preceding Adhikarana that this text enjoins an accessory in connection 
with the Aghdra -offering which is already known as enjoined elsewhere 
(and which comes in at the sacrifice in question by virtue of the General 
Law). — The question to be considered however is this — Is the accessory herein 
enjoined to be adopted at the first offering or at the second ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows “ The Hiranyagarbha-mantra should be 
used at the first offering, as such is the indication of the Mantra-text ; i.e. the 
sentence in question should be taken as the injunction of an accessory for 
the first offering. — Why ? — Because such is the indication of the words of 
the Mantra itself ; the use of the Mantra is laid down as that ‘ with the 
Mantra, Hiranyagarbhah samavartatdgre, one pours out the offering ’ ; — in 
the Mantra itself, there are the words ‘ Bhutasya jdtah patireka dsil ’ [‘ He 
was the one Lord of Creation'], where the term ‘ one ’ stands for Prajapati, 
— the idea expressed being that prior to the appearance of the Creation, 
He was the only one to appear ; thus then the Mantra is found to be capable 
of speaking of Prajapati ; — and it is the first offering that is offered to 
Prajapati ; so that the Mantra can serve its purpose only at the first offering, 
not at the second one. Hence it follows that the sentence in question enjoins 
an accessory for the first offering.” 

SUTRA (14). 

[Purvapaksa — concluded] — “ Also ' because there would be no 

DEPENDENCE UPON THE FACT OF THERE BEING AN ARCHETYPE.” 

Bhdsya . 

“ There would be no dependence upon the General Law that ‘ the 
Ectype is to be performed like the Archetype ’ ; because the Mantra of the 
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second offering is not excluded; according to the other view (that the 
Hiranyagarbha-manlra is to be used at the second offering), there would 
have to be exclusion of the Mantra ‘ Urdho'dhvara etc.’ [which is the Mantra 
that is used with the second offering at the Archetype]. — From this also it 
follows that the sentence enjoins a» accessory for the first offering.” 

SUTRA (15). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, it appertains to the second, as it is 

THIS THAT NEEDS THE MANTRA. 

Bhasya. 

The term ‘®d’ (‘in reality’) implies the rejection of the above view. 

As a matter of fact, the sentence does not enjoin an accessory for the 
j first offering, — it is an accessory for the second offering that is enjoined ; as 
it is this second offering — not the first — that needs the Mantra. — “ How so ? ” 
— What is laid down is that * with the Mantra Hiranyagarbhaft samavartatdgre,, 
one pours out the offering’ ; — and what does this mean ? — What it means 
is that ‘ one utters the said verse when pouring out the offering ’ ; and what 
the verse does, on being uttered, is that it supplies a scriptural idea in con- 
nection with the offering, by means of the closing words of the Mantra 
' Kasmai devdya havi$d vidhema ’, which means that the offering shall be 
made to one deity ; the fact of the matter is that the first word is ‘ ekasmai 
from which the syllable ‘e’ has been deleted, — that is how we deduce the 
idea that e the offering -material is to be offered to the one deity \ Now, as a 
matter of fact, there is no such scriptural idea in connection with the first 
offering ; hence (if the injunction were applied to that offering) it would be 
-necessary to assume (1) that there is a scriptural idea in connection with 
that offering and (2) that that idea should be carried out with the Mantra 
‘ Hiranyagarbhah samavartatdgre ’ ; there is, however, no authority for making 
any such assumption.— What the sentence enjoins is a particular use of 
the Mantra, and not restriction of its use in general ; — the general use of 
the ' Mantra being subject to option.— It may be argued that “the use of 
the Mantra being subject to option, it is with reference to that that there 
is the injunction of the particular use”.— But this argument is absolutely 
futile, as it practically accepts our view; and under this view the injunction 
serves a distinctly useful purpose, as it bears upon the Pouring out done with 
the Juftu . — From all this it follows that the sentence enjoins an accessory 
for the second offering. 

It has been arguod that — •“ The Mantra speaks of Prajdpati (the deity of 
the first offering), and it can never speak 'of Indra (the deity of the Second 
offering) ”, — But it is not so. Just as Prajdpati is eulogised as one, on the 
basis of the name i Prajdpati', — the idea being that before the creation of 
the world, Prajdpati was the only one Being, — simffeuly on the basis of the 
fact that the name ‘Indra’ connotes sovereignty, Indra also is regarded as 
capable of creating all things and is consequently eulogised as unborn, ha 
the following verse — ‘ Ka imstavai kah prnM ko yajate yadugfaminmaghavd 
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viahvahavei padamva praharannanyamanyam. Jcrnoti purvamaparam ahachlbhih ’ 

(Rgveda 6. 47) also in the following verse — ‘ Kaunute mahimanah sama — 

fsydsmat purvam r§ayo’ > ntamdyuk yanmdtarancha pitarahcha sdhamayajana- 

■yathdh stanva svdydh * (Rgveda 10. 54.) — The former verse — ‘Ka, imstavat etc.’ 

appears in the hymn addressed to Indra, and henee it is regarded as ’related 

to Indra \ what it means is as follows — ‘ Who can eulogise him ? Who 

can make an offering to him ? Who can offer a sacrifice to him ? ’ — All • 

this expressing a certain amount of uncertainty — ‘ He alone does' all this ; 

just as a man in' walking, puts one foot forward and another backward, so 

does he all this so that if he does all this, then by doing it before 

everybody else, he is one.— Similarly the second verse — ‘ Ka u nu te etc. ’ — 

means as follows- — * Which sages, even among fore-runners, can get to the 

end of the majesty of this deity ? He is one who produced his own parents j 

out of himself and is as such anterior even to his own parents, — what to 

say of other persons ? ’—So it becomes established that he is one ; as he 

also was only one, before the creation of all other things. Thus the verse 

in question also speaks of Indra , and hence there is no incongruity (in its 

being used with the second offering)]. 

StJTRA (16). f 

AS THERE IS TRANSFERENCE OF THE INJUNCTION, THERE WOULD BE 
MODIFICATION IN THE TEXT ; SPECIALLY AS IT IS THEIR 
ACCESSORIES THAT HAVE TO BE ENJOINED. 

Bha§ya. 

It is the injunction of accessories that is laid down in the text speaking 
of the * Pouring out ’ ; and there would be modification of that ‘ Pouring 
out ’ ; and it is in reference to the second ‘ Pouring out ’ that the Mantra 
has got to be enjoined ; the idea that we have derived from Vedie texts 
in regard to the Mantra- to be used with this second offering (at the 
archetype) is that of the Mantra * Grdhvodhvaro divisprshamahiito yajho 
yajhapyUeriiidrdvdn vrhadhhabhdvi hi madhorghrtasya svdhd ’ ; and the idea j 

that is derived from this is helpful in the sacrifice; this idea being that j 

‘the offering is to be made to Indra*. In the case in question, however, j 

the idea that we derive from the Vedie texts is that the Mantra to be used 
is ‘ Hiranyagarbhah savavartatdgre etc* ; and this has the capacity to enjoin 
the Mantra to be used for the same purpose for which the former Mantra 
is used at the Archetype. For instance, in the case of the expression — 

‘ There is curd, clarified butter, vegetables, and rice, — feed Devadatta, as 
also Yajfiadatta with oil’, — the bil is mentioned as of use in the feeding, 
and it is to be .used only in the place of Clarified Butter, the purpose of which 
alone can be served by oil ; the capacity to lubricate the food being common 
to the Oil and the Clarified Butter ; — similarly, in the case in question, when 
a fresh Mantra is mentioned, the notion that, it produce® is of jsome change 
in the idea that we had derived from the Vedie texts in connection with the 
Archetype; and this is helpful only in connection with the second, not the 
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first offering. — Hence the sentence should be taken as enjoining an accessory 
for the second offering. 

SUTRA (17). 

Also because we bind that there is a text indica'Iing the pact 

THAT THERE IS HO MANTRA IN CONNECTION WITH THE FIRST 
OFFERING. 

Bhdiya. 

The following text shows that the first ‘Pouring out* is to be done 
without a Mantra — ‘ He pronounces the syllable Shaha, he does not pro- 
nounce a Mantra ’. — From this also it follows that the sentence enjoins an 
accessory for the second ‘Pouring out’ 




Adtiik arana (3) : In connection until the ‘ Chaturmdsya 

Soma-sacrifices % the details laid down in regard to the 
4 Placing 5 and ' Tying ' appertain to these 
acts as done at the Archetype. 

SUTRA (IS). 

[Pu rvapaks a — continued ] — ■“ There being an embellishment, it 

MUST BE A DISTINCT ACT, — IT BEING INJUNCTIVE OF THAT.” 

Bhdsya. 

There are the Chaturmdsya Soma-sacrifices, in connection with rhieh 
we read— (a) ‘ They place the Wliey on the Dust-heap’, (6) ‘ They tie 
the animal to the Paridhi ’• 

In regard to this there arises the question— Are these, the 1 Placing and 
the ‘ Tying ’, distinct from these same acts that are done at the Archetype— 
[to be done in addition to the ‘Placing’ and ‘Tying ’ that are transferred 
to the sacrifice from its Archetype] ? Or do these sentences lay down 
only particular details (the ‘ Dust-heap ’ and the ‘ Paridhi ’) relating to 
those same acts done at the Archetype [the meaning being that the acts 
done are the same that have come in from the Archetype, only instead 
of the spot where the Whey is kept at the Archetype, it is to be 
kept oji the Dust-heap, and the Animal is to be tied to the Paridhi, 
instead of the Post] ? — What we have to consider in this connection is this— 
Are these, the placing and the tying, mere acts of Pharma (bringing trans- 
cendental results) ?— Or are they meant to serve only visible purposes ? 
If they are mere acts of pharma , they must be distinct acts; if they are 
meant to serve a visible purpose, then the sentence must be an injunction of 
accessories. — Thus there is a two-fold doubt ; hence both the questions are 
considered together ; the combined question being — Is each of the acts one 
of mere Pharma and hence a distinct act ? — Or is it meant to serve a visible 
purpose and hence the injunction is one of an accessory detail ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows: — “(a) Inasmuch as the Dust-heap 
( Ulkara ) is too high and is pointed at the top (conical), it cannot serve the 
useful purpose of supplying a suitable receptacle for the ‘placing’ (of the 
Whey) ; — similarly, (h) inasmuch as the Paridhi is a piece of wood lying 
flat on the ground, it cannot serve the visible purpose of supplying a suitable 
peg for the ‘ tying ’ of the animal;— hence both those are mere acts of 
Pharma. Just as, under the section of the Sautrdmani sacrifice, the ‘ placing ’ 
laid down in the text ‘place it on the Brahmana's head’ is a mere act of 
Pharma, so hero also. And if it is a mere act of Pharma, then it must be a 
distinct act ; such being the case, the ‘ placing ’ and the ‘ tying ’ should both 
be taken as enjoined ; so that the injunction would be done by the Direct 
Assertion of the Veda ; in the other case, it would bo done by Syntactical 
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Connection. Further, under our view, the * placing ’ and the ‘ tying ’ 
would not be mere indicatives of the injunction of accessories ; while under 
your view, they would both have to be taken as indicating the injunction of 
accessories.— From all this it follows that each of the two acts is distinct 
(from the similar act done at the Archetype). Specially because it is injunc- 
tive of that ; just as, in the ease of the ‘ Pouring out ’, the verbal affix appearing 
at the end of the term cannot be injunctive of accessories, so also in the 
■ case of the two embellishments known as ‘ placing ’ and ‘ tying 

SUTRA (19). 

[POrvapaksa — concluded] — “Also because there would be no de- 
pendence UPON THE FACT OF THERE BEING AN ARCHETYPE.” 

Bhasya. 

“ Under this view it would not be necessary to depend upon the General 
Law to transfer the archetypal accessories — laid down in the texts ‘ places 
the offering-materials on the altar and ‘ ties the animal to the Sacrificial 
Post 5 .— For this reason also the acts in question should be regarded as 
distinct acts.” 

j SUTRA (20). 

f [Siddhanta]— -But, inasmuch as the Injunction is there,— if 

THERE IS A DOUBT, THE' WORD SHOULD BE TAKEN AS USED FOR 
THE PURPOSE OF THAT OF WHICH IT IS INJUNCTIVE; 

Bhasya. 

The particle 1 tu ' (‘ but ’) implies the rejection of the above view. 

The ‘placing’ and ‘ tying ’ in question are not distinct from those 
same acts done at the Archetype ; what the texts in question do is to lay 
down an additional detail regarding the ‘placing’ and ‘tying’ done at 
the Archetype ; hence the explanation is that the ‘placing’ and ‘tying’ 
serve only visible purposes. — “How so ! ’’—Because we actually' see the 
visible purpose served by them ; ‘ placing ’ consists really in having the 
thing within reach, and this serves the 'visible purpose of helping the accom- 
plishment of the Homa ; the ' tying ’ of the animal also serves the visible 
purpose that it prevents the animal from running away.-— Such being the 
case, each of the two texts must be taken as the injunction of an accessory. — 
“ How so ? ” — Inasmuch as the Injunction is there', — i.e. the injunction of 
‘placing’ and ‘tying’ is found to be rendered admissible by the General 
Law, — if there is a doubt, — as to whether what is enjoined is only an accessory 
detail or a distinct act,— it is not right to take it as the injunction of a 
distinct act { because ‘ injunction ’ consists in laying down what is not already 
known, — while ‘ placing ’ and ‘ tying ’ are both' already known through the 
General Law ; — hence the word ahoxild be taken as used for the purpose of 
that additional accessory which is enjoined by it. From all this it follows 
that the text in question contains the injunction of an accessory detail, 
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It lias been argued that “in support of the Purvapaksa view, there is 
Direct Assertion, while in support of the Siddhdnta, there is only Syntactical 
Connection (which is weaker in authority) ’’.—The reply to this is that though 
it is Syntactical Connection (that supports tlie ^widMnta), yet this view 
involves the assumption of a smaller amount of transcendental effect, — only 
in so.far as it refers to the enjoined accessory, and not in so far as it would 
refer to the distinct act along with its accessory (which latter would be 
necessary in the case of the Purvapaksa). 

SUTRA (21). 

Also because there may be qualities which may make 

THE EMBELLISHMENTS POSSIBLE. 

Bhasya. 

It has been argued that — “ the Dust-heap being pointed at the top and 
the Paridhi lying flat on the ground, the placing and the tying in question 
cannot be done — The answer to that is as follows We shall so make 
the Dust-heap and the Paridhi that tine placing and the tying could be done ; 
for instance, we cap. make the Dust-heap with a flattened top and have a 
thick Paridhi ; so that on account of the presence of the quality of ‘ flattened 
top’ and ‘ thickness ’, the articles in question would be enabled to accom- 
plish the embellishments of ‘ placing ’ and ‘ tying 

StiTRA (22). 

It IS ONLY WHEN THERE IS AN INCONGRUITY THAT THE MERE ACTION 
WOULD BE DONE IN THAT PARTICULAR CONNECTION. 



It has been argued that — “ Just as in connection with the Sautrdmani, 
the placing is regarded as a mere act of Dharma, so should it be in the 
case in question also ”. — This has to be refuted ; the answer to it is as follows : 
— In connection with the Saidraman i, it is on account of the incongruity 
involved [in the actual placing of the offering -material on the head of the 
Brahmana ] that the ‘placing’ for a visible purpose cannot be done, and 
as a necessary consequence, in connection with the Sautrdmani, the ‘ placing ’ 
is taken as done merely as an act of Dharma. In the case in question, how- 
ever, it is not impossible to do the act for a visible purpose ; hence the 
text should be taken as the injunction of an accessory detail. 


4 


Adhikabaka (4): At the J Agmohayami \ both the ‘Arche- 
typal 5 and the ‘ Ectypal 5 Initiatory oblations are 
to be offered „ 

SUTRA (23). 

[FOkvapaksa]— “ In view of the injunction ‘initiates with six’, 

THEWS SHOULD BE MODIFICATION OF THE MANTBAS AT THOSE 

Initiations ; because of the presence of the 
Direct Assertion.” 

Bha$ya. 

There is the Agmchayatna Rite, laid down' in the text — ‘ One who, 
knowing this, sets up the Eire-altar ’ ; at this rite there are Initiatory 
oblations, — some that come in from the archetype, as also some that belong 
to t ho ectype itself ; the Mantras used with these oblations at the Archetype 
are the following — (1) ‘if kittiimgnim pmyujam svdhd*, (2) ‘ Mano midha. - 
magmm prayuja m svdha y , (3) ‘ Chittam vijfidtainagnim prayujatn svdhd*, 
(4) ‘ Vddio vuUurhimagnini prayuja.ni svdha*, (5) ‘ Prajdpataye manave 
svdhd (6) * Aguayo va islwCmamya svdhd *, (7) ‘ Vishvi devasya netunmtlo 
vrtfita sakhyam vishve rdya isudhyasi dyumnam vnfita puqyase svdhd* (Taitti. 
Saab. 4. 1. 9. 1); — while the Mantras laid down in connection with the 
Retype (Aynirhayana) itself are the following— -(1) 1 Akdtyai prayuje ugnaye 
svdha', (2) ‘ Medhdyai nmnase* gnaye svdhd \ (3) ‘ IHksdyai tapase'agnaye 
svdhd*, (4) ‘ Saras vat yai pusne* gnaye svdhd (5) ‘ Apo devirbrhatir vishva - 
shwnbhswo (hjdva/prthim womitxvrikmm brhaspatimo havisd vidhdtu svdhd % 
(0) ‘ Vis/m devasya mtnmmtto vrhita sakhyam visHvi rdya isudhyasi dyumnam 
vnutit pttsyase svdhd ’ (Taitti. Sam. 4. 1, 9. 1). 

[There is something wrong in the quoting of these Mantras; in connection 
with the Archetype, the number of Mantras quoted is seven, whereas from the 
Context it is clear that it should be six only. Unfortunately, in no other work are 
all the twelve Mantras quoted. The manuscripts available read as in the printed 
text. The Seventh Mantra quoted in connection with the Archetype, it appears, 
should not be there. It is identical with the Sixth Mantra quoted in connection 
with the Ectype; this identity is repugnant to the Context.] 

In connection with these, it has been declared — ‘Initiates with Six Mantras’. 

Iii regard to this, there arises the question — At the Ectype (Agni- 
chayana), are the Ectypal Mantras alone to be used and the Archetypal ones 
should be excluded 1 — Or both the Archetypal and Ectypal sets should be 
used collectively ? 

The Purmpakya is as follows “ In view of the injunction ‘initiates 
with six’, there should he a modification in the Archetypal Manias used in 
connection with the oblations; i.e. the Archetypal Mantras should be 
excluded (and replaced) by the Ectypal ones; — became of the presence of the 
22 
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Direct Assertion ; there, is a direct assertion regarding the use of t he Ec i • *. 

Mantras, and these Ectypal Mantras are six only,, and these six are thk 
Ectypal ones. From -this it follows that there is exclusion, of the Arc! ret y pal 
Mantras, and the' two sets are not to be used collectively.” 

SOTEA’ (24). 

[SiddhSuta]— But there is repetition o5? the,. Primary set.'- 
Bhdsya. 

The particle ‘*m* (‘ but ’) implies the rejection of the above view that- 
“thfcre is exclusion of the* Archetypal Mantras ” in fact, there is mo. 
exclusion, there is inclusion. — “ Why:?;** — Because it is quite possible. It 
is only in eases where it is impossible for the Ectypal and the Arche t' \> n U 
be used together, that the Archetypal is excluded by the ■Ectypal.. If 'both' 
are used together, .there would be repetition of the Primary and whore 
such repetition hast been directly declared, it should certainly bo done ; 
there can be no incongruity in such, repetition. Because in tins ease the 
repetition of the .Primary Hama is directly asserted in the text ‘ Offers twelve 
ablations ’ [and this number twelve is made up. by offerings being mot w ith 
both sets of Ma*n5ma]:— Thxis, as it is possible for both sets to be used 
reflectively, they shoitld be so used. 

SUTRA (25). 

[Objection] — “.Even on repetition, the action would bp. 
with Mantras.” 

Bhdsya. 

Says the Opponent — “ It is not right that the two sets of Mantras should 
>e used collectively ; because the Archetypal Mantras which could come in 
nly by virtue of the General Law would be set aside by the Ectypal ones 
hose use is laid down by a direct injunction. — It has been argued that— so 
mg as it is possible to use them, they should not be excluded.— The answer 
> that is that it is not possible to use them. — How so ? — The six Ectypal 
lantras are laid down by the direct injunction as to be UBed at the 
gnichayana • (Ectype) in connection with the oblations which come into 
■ie Eotypo from the Archetype ; if these oblations are to be offered, the 
*. antras used must be the Ectypal ones even in the^ case of repetition, 
is those same oblations that come in ; and if they are those same oblations, 
len the Mantras used must foe the Ectypal ones. Hence it is found that 
ran when there is repetition, the action would be with Mantras — i.e. with 
rose same Ectypal ones. — From all this we conclude that the An Ire»v pal 
T mpras must be excluded.” 
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SUTRA ( 26 }, 

I A-mmr] — Is- BEAIOT,. INASMUCH AS THEBE IS AN OBLATION WITH 

each Mantra, there shoitld be no exclusion of tee Arche- 
typal Mantras ; when something has been done, 

ITS REPETITION WOULD BE UNREASONABLE.' 

Bhdsya. 

The phrase 5 api va 5 (‘in reality*) implies the rejection of the above view. 

There are oblations toith each Mantra the number 1 twelve ’ is obtained 
by repetition} — the Archetypal Mantras come in. (at the Agnkhayana) by 
.virtue of the General. Law, and the Ectypal ones come in by direct injunction ; 
'““•the injunction laying down the entire procedure takes in all the details 
of the sacrifice and hence includes within itself both seta of Mantras. 
It is only when. Inclusion or Combination is entirely impossible that there 
is either Exclusion or Option, — not so long as Combination is possible ; 
because in case there is exclusion, what is indicated by the General Law 
would fee entirely rejected. — Further, the Ectypal Mantras have not been 
singled out as those that alone are capable of aeeompiialung the oblation ; 
all that should be understood from the text is that, ‘ if the oblation has to 
be offered, the Ectypal Mantras also are the means of accomplishing it \ — 
The Ectypal Mantras have been laid 4 owa in connection with the rite of 
Initiation, in the text — 1 He initiates with six ’ ; — but the text laying down 
the entire procedure of the oblation . includes all those sentences ending 
with the syllable ‘ Svahd ’, which happen to be in close proximity to itself • 
now it is both the Archetypal and the Ectypal Mantma that are in such 
close 'proximity to it ; — -hence there can be no ground for discriminating 
between these two sets of Mantras — such as * it includes those and does 
net include those others — Nor in this case is there any incongruity in the 
repetition of the primary factor, as has been already explained, — From all 
this we conclude that there should bo no exclusion of the Archetypal Mantras. 
— Further, when a certain thing has been done, its repetition would be unreason- 
able ; the Ectypal Mantras are read only once in the assertion that the man 
should be made an 4 initiato ’ by means of those ; when, then, the initiation 
1ms been, accomplished, and the purpose of these Mantras thus fulfilled, any 
repetition of these same Mantras (in order to make up the enjoined ‘ twelve ’ 
oblations) would bo most unreasonable. For this reason also there should 
be no exclusion of the Archetypal Mantras [and the enjoined number 
1 twelve ’ should be made up by the combination of both sets]. 

SUTRA (27). 

There is also £ priority and posteriority which would not 

BE EXPLICABLE IT THERE WERE REPETITION ; BECAUSE 
THE TERMS ARE RELATIVE. 

Bhafya. 

Further, we find the terms 4 prior * and 4 posterior ’ in the following 
text — ‘He offers the six prior oblations; he offers the six posterior 
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oblations’ if the Ectypal Mantras alone were used and there were repeti- 
tion of these same (for making up the prescribed number ‘twelve’), then 
there could be no ‘priority and posteriority ’ because these terms are 
relative; i.e. ' th© term ‘posterior’ is relative to (and contingent, upon)' 
■something else that has gone before, and similarly the term * prior ’ also 
is relative to (and contingent upon) something else that is to come later. — 
For this reason also, there should be no exclusion of the Archetypal Mantras . 

SUTRA (28). 

Thebe is also a text indicating achat they are distinct. 

BhCtsya. 

For the following reason also we conclude that there should .be no 
exclusion of the Archetypal Mantras and that there should be combination 
of the two sets of Mantras. — “ For what reason ? ” — There is a text indicat- 
ing that those oblations are distinct ; that text being— 1 Ubhayirjulwti agni- 
teshchadhvarikisiicha ’ [‘Offers both sets of oblations, those appertaining 
to Agni and those appertaining to Adhvara ']; — it is only when there is 
a combination of the two sets of Mantras that there can be a justification for 
these being spoken of as ‘ dgniki ’ and ‘ ddhmriki [The Eetypal Mantras 
laid down in connection with the Agni-chayana being called ‘ dgniki % and 
the Archetypal ones being called ‘ ddhvarild ’]; for, according to the other 
view (by which the set of Archetypal verses would be excluded), there would 
be only one set, called ‘ Agnihi ’ (those appertaining to Agnichayarux) ; and 
in that case the separate mention of both would be inexplicable; — and 
yet we find that they are mentioned separately ; — hence we conclude that 
there should be no exclusion of the Archetypal Mantras, — there should be 
a combination of both sets. 

SOTRA (29). 

Further, there is an assertion, which would not be possible if 

THERE WERE NO DIFFERENCE. 

Bhasya. 

For the following reason also there shall be no exclmion, there shall 
be combination. — “ For what reason ? ” — Because there is . an assertion ; 
there is the following assertion — ‘ Adhvarasya purvam athdgnerupdgni hyetat 
karma yadagnikqrma ’ ; here it is asserted that the ‘ adhvara ’ (sacrifice, the 
Archetype) comes first, then the ‘ Agni ’ {Agni-chayana, the Ectype) ; this 
is explicable only if there is combination of both, — not if there is no difference 
(in the two sets of Mantras used). 

From all this it follows that there should be combination (of the Arche- 
typal and Ectypal Mantras). 



Adhhlabaka (5) : At the second 4 Fire-installation % the 
Sacrificial Fee prescribed for the first * Fire- 
installation 5 is excluded, 

SUTRA (30). 

f PCKVAPAK§A“'fowii?me<fj— 14 When the accessory detail connected 
with 'Fire-installation 5 is subject to modification on 

ACCOUNT. OF A CERTAIN’ CONTINGENCY, THERE SHOULD BE 
ANT ADDITIONAL SACRIFICIAL FEE GIVEN ; BECAUSE 
OF THE PRESENCE OF A DECLARATION TO 
THAT EFFECT.” 

Bhdsya. 

A second * Fire-installation 9 has been, laid down as to be performed 
when a certain . contingency arises,—* Bhdgya-yasMh-skriMmdndm pu- 
nartiffrulhUa ; — jy/gntnMMya bhuyyajydnim putrajydnim va jlyeta sa punara- 
tictdlnta * • l'* Those who desire good-luck, fmno and prosperity should install 
tJ»e Fires , again' ; if, on having installed -'the.. 3ffif^, : -ohei vieaires • .to- overcome 
misfortune or ill .luck to sons, one should install the Fire again ’] in connec- 
tion with this second Fire -installation, a special Fee has been prescribed-- 
1 Clothes rosewn is the Fee, as also the rejuvenated bull ’ ; — for the ordinary 
Fire-installation, the Fee is as follows : — ‘ One should be given, six should 
be given, twelve should he given, twenty-four should be given, a hundred 
should he given, a thousand should be given, an unmeasured number 
should be given \ 

In regard to the second Firo-installation, there arises the question — 
Are the fees prescribed for the ordinary Fire-installation to be included and 
the two are to be combined ? — Or are the Fees of the ordinary Fire- 
installation to be excluded ? 

The Purvapakm is as follows When there is a second Fire-installa- 
tion due to a special contingency, there should be an additional Fee 
i.e. the Archetypal (original) Fee should be included, and there should be 
combination of both the Fees. — Why ?— Because both are found to 
be mentioned in a single declaration— ‘ He gives both, those relating to 
the Fire-installation and those relating to the second Fire-installation 
From this it is clear that there is to be combination, not exclusion 

SUTRA (31). 

[Purvapax:?a — concluded } — “ Inasmuch as they hate been 

ENJOINED, THE OTHERS SHALL COME IN IN THE PROPER 
PLACE.” 

Bhdsya , 

“ This Sutra is in answer to a question- — f How can there he a. eotabiiia* 
tion between what is directly enjoined and what comes in by virtue of the 
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General Law’?— The answer to this is — Inasmuch m they ham been mgoimd> 
the others— L b. the Fees relating to ' the original Fire-installation .--shall be 
'included in the proper places on the strength of the declaration » ■ there is 
the direct declaration— ‘ Having given the Fee connected with the original 
Fire-installation, lie gives the Fee connected with the second installation V 
--From t,hi« it is clear that there is to be no exclusion of the Fee connected 
with the original Installation, there should be combination of both,” 

StJTRA (32). 

[SlBDHAKTA] — In BEAUTY, THEBE SHOULD BE MODIFICATION ; AS THE 
PROSPECTIVE FACTORS COME IN ONLY WHEN THE 
ORIGINAL IS NOT THEBE. 

BMsya . 

The particle * tu * ( ' in reality * ) implies the rejection of the above view. 

In reality, there can be no combination, there must be modification.— 
“ Why ? ”• — ^Because the second . Installation has been declared : to be a 
/prospective act* (to be done only when one desires a certain definite 
reward) ; this can be justified only when the archetypal context is not there, 
— not when this latter is there j bo that if an ectypal accessory is laid down, 
it must exclude the archetypal one. Whenever a 4 prospective ’ or 
4 contingent * act is to be performed, it comes in only in modification of the 
original essential act. For instance, when it is said that 4 When there is 
consumption, the food should consist of rice and mudga, and one should 
sleep away from the wind — it means a modification of the ordinary food 
and sleep. — Then again, the ectypal detail is laid down directly by a Vedic 
text, whereas the archetypal one comes in only by indirect inference, through 
the General Law j and hence the latter is set aside by the former.— It has 
been argued that — “ On the strength of the declaration, the Archetypal 
details must come in The answer to that is that the declaration in 
question is in the form 1 UbhayirdadMi ’ [‘ gives both ’], and there is no 
injunctive affix in this; the affix that is there signifies the statement of a 
present fact.— Taking this declaration along with the other sources of know- 
ledge bearing upon the matter, we conclude that -what the declaration 
in ■■•question — 1 gives both the fees, — -those relating to the original Installa- 
tion and those relating to the second Installation 4 — means is that ‘ the Fee 
relating to the original Installation is given at the original Installation and 
that relating to the second Installation is given at the second Installation ’ ; 
ho that this is a reiteration of a mere fact (and not an injunction).— 
From all this it follows that tlAS, Archetypal Fees are to be excluded. 

S0TRA (33). 

Then again, exclusion is indicated ; because ‘both’ 

ARE MENTIONED. 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also the Archetypal Fees are to be excluded. 

‘ ®' or what reason f — -We understand that such exclusion is indicated. 
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How bo .? ’.'—Because ‘ both' 1 are mentioned ; there is tlu dec t ration * when 
one .gives, the. Eefcypal Fees, both the Fees become' given * f which indicates 
that both are included in the one, hence the original one need, not be given]. 
■— But iim may mean that both the Fees are to be given, since it is said 
that both become given — -We have already explained that when both are 
uaid to be given, what is meant is that the Foe connected with, fcho original 
Installation is to he given at the Original Installation and that connected 
with the second Installation is to be given at the second Installation. — From 
all tins it .follows that the Archetypal Fees are to be excluded. 



Adkxkarana (6) : At the ‘ Agrayana 5 sacrifice the s Ghth * 
and the 6 Calf " exclude the 6 Anvahdrya Mice \ 

SUTRA (34). 

The ‘Cloth’ and the ‘ Calf 5 also [exclude the obiginai. Fee), 

-ir-ON ACCOUNT OF THE SAMENESS (OF PUBPOSE). 



There is the Agrayana sacrifice laid down in the 'following text — 
‘ Hutddydya yajamdnasya . . . . ekakapdlah\ — In connection. ■ with this it is 
laid down that 4 Cloth is the Fee, the first-born Calf is the Fee — At the 
Archetypal sacrifice, however, the Fee consists' o? ■ the AnvdMtya ' Rice ; 
and the giving of this latter at the Agrayana Is indicated by 'the General 
Law. — Hence .-there arises the following question— -Do th o.' Cloth and the Calf 
exclude the A nvahdrya Rice— or not ? . 

The Purvapdk$a view is that — “ They should not exclude it, (1) because 
the General Law has to be obeyed and (2) because there is no incompatibility 
in giving both.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta : — The * CMh 3 and 
the ‘ Calf 3 also should exclude the original Fee, on account of ike sameness of 
purpose ; it has been, explained before that at th© second Fire-installation, 
there is exclusion of the Fee connected with the original Fire-installation; 
that same 4 exclusion ’ is connected with the present Sutra by means of the 
particle 4 cha 3 (‘also’); — the meaning being that the Anvahdrya Rice is 
excluded. — •“ Why so ? ” — Became of the sameness of the purpose, served by 
them; at the Archetype, the Anvahdrya Rice serves the purpose of the 
Sacrificial Fee,— in the Ectype in question, that same purpose is served by 
the Cloth and the Calf; because these also have been, spoken of as 
4 Sacrificial Fee \ From this it follows there is to foe exclusion, hot com- 
bination. 

Or, the present Sutra may be taken simply as indicating the admissibility 
of the details of the Anvahdrya at the Agrayana— for the purpose of intro- 
ducing the next Adhilcarana. 


Adhikaraka (7) * At the c A gray ana \ the details connected 
with the ‘ Anvahdrya 5 are to be performed in con- 
nection with the 1 Cloth *■ and the s Calf l . 

SUTRA (35). 

It SHOULD TAKE IN THE DETAILS IN QUESTION, AS IT SERVES THE SAME 
PURPOSE ; BECAUSE IT IS SPOKEN OF AS SUCH IN CONNECTION 
WITH A CERTAIN CONTINGENCY. 

Bhasya. 

In regard to the same ‘Cloth’ and ‘Calf’ there arises the question — 
Should the details of the Anvdhdrya be performed in connection with them 
— -or not T 

The Purvapakm is that— “ As no reason is mentioned why they should 
be performed, we conclude that they should not be performed.” 

In answer to this, we have the following SiddMnta : — The Calf should 
take in the details in question, — the Cloth also Bhould take in those details ; — 
bocause they ' serve the same purpose. As a matter of fact, the details in 
question are meant to serve a certain purpose served by the Anvahdrya,- — 
and their presence is not due to the mere presence of the Anvdhdrya itself ; 
hence they must be performed in connection with any other thing that 
serves the same purpose. — “ But how can the Cloth and the Calf be regarded 
as serving the same purpose (as the Anvdhdrya) ? - -A certain contingency 

has been mentioned, and then they are spoken of in the following sentence 
as ‘ Fee ’ by reason of their securing the services of the priests — ‘ The Cloth 
is the Fee, the first-born Calf is the Fee ’. — From this it follows that the 
(Hath and the Calf should take in the details of the Anvahdrya Rice. 


Adbkarana (8): At the 1 A gray ami \ there should he no 
1 Cooking 5 of the Calf. 

SUTRA (36). 

In the case of a gift, the Cooking is meant foe a definite pubfgse. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the same Agrayana » it is said that ‘a first-bom 
Calf is the Fee ’ -it has been settled that the details of the Anvdhdrya should 
be performed in connection with this Coif : — The question that arises now is 
— In the case of the Calf , should, or should not, the ‘Cooking'* also be 
done [as it is done in the case of the Anvdhdrya] ? 

The Purvapahqa view is — “It should be done — (I) because of the 
necessity of obeying the General Law, and (2) because it can be done.’* 

In answer to this, we have the foHowing Siddhdnta =When the Calf is 
given as the Fee, there should be no * Cooking * ; even without being Cooked, 
the Calf remains a Calf j— what is laid down as to be given is the Calf, not 
the meal (of the Calf) ; — further, it has been laid down for the purpose of 
securing the services of the Priests, not as an embellishment of the man. 
For these reasons, the General Law cannot indicate the admissibility of the 
‘Cooking’ to the case of the Calf. Under the circumstances, if the 
‘ Cooking ’ were done, it would be an unauthorised animal-slaughter, and 
would mean the doing of an act entirely repugnant to established custom. 


Adhikabana (9) : At the 4 A gray ana % there should be no 

4 Cooking ’ of the Ghih. 

SOTRA (37). 

The Cooking is bone when thebe is an articles of food. 

Bhdspa: 

In connection with the same Agmyana, we read — ‘ The Cloth is a 
Sacrificial Fee * % and it has been found that the details of the Anvaharya 
should Be performed in connection with the Cloth. — The question that 
arises is — Should ‘Cooking’ be done to it, or not 1 — The Purvapahm is 
that — “ It should be done, because the Cloth serves the same purpose as 
the Anvdh&rya ”, — In answer to this we have the following Siddhanta : — 
The * Cooking ’ should not be done ; because * Cooking ’ is done when the 
thing concerned is an arlicU of food , — and the Cloth is not an article of 
food ; nor is it possible for * Cooking * to be done to it ; — hence we conclude 
that Cooking should not be done to the Cloth. 


Adhikarana (10): At . the ‘ Agrayana’, no 6 Pouring of 
Clarified Butter 5 is to he done over the Cloth and 
the Calf. 

StJTRA (38). 

SO ALSO OF THE ‘ POURING OF CLARIFIED BUTTER * [THERE SHOULD BE 
NO PERFORMANCE]. 

'Bhasya. 

In connection with the Agrayana, we read — ‘ Cloth is a Fee, a first- 
born Calf is the Fee ’ ; in connection with this it has been found that the 
details of the Anvahdrya should be performed ; — The question that arises 
now is — Should, or should not, the Pouring of Clarified Butter be done ? 
—The Furvapakga is that — “ it should be done, because they serve the same 
purpose as the Anvahdrya ”, — In answer to this, we have the following 
Siddhanta : — So also of the Pouring of Clarified Butter, — “what?” — non- 
performance. As a matter of fact, the Pouring of Clarified Butter is done 
over the Anvahdrya Bice for the purpose of making it tasty ; — the tastefulness 
of the Cooked Rice ( Anvahdrya ) is helpful in securing the services of the 
Priests ; — in the case of the Cloth or the Calf, however, there is no purpose 
to be served by tastefulness ; — hence there should be uo Pouring of Clarified 
Butter over these two things. 



Adhikabana (11) ; At the £ Jyotistoma \ the number ‘ 112 * 
mentioned in connection with the Wee, applies to 
one hind only. 

SUTRA (39): 

[PObvapaksa (A)]— The number menjiobed m pboxikity to the 

INJUNCTION Off THINGS SHOTTED BE THE QUAlfalGATlON OE 
AUL THOSE THINGS.” 

BM§ya. 

There is the Jyotistoma sacrifice laid down in the text — * Desiring heaven, 
one should perform the Jyotistoma sacrifice * ; — in connection, with this 
sacrifice it is said — ‘The. cow, the, horse, the mule, the ass, goats, sheep, 
corns, barley, sesamum, md§a, — 112 of that is its Fee’. 

In regard to this, there- arises the question — (a) la the Fee to consist 
of 112 of each of the things mentioned ? — Or of only one thing ? — (6) If 
of only one thing, is it of any one thing, without restriction ? or of MS§ a 
only? — (c) Or should the number 112 be made up of nil the things 
eoUectively-r-or of only one kind of thing — (d) If of a thing of one Mud, 
is it of any kind, without restriction ? Or of animats only ? — (e) If of 
animals, then of any kind of animals, without any restriction ? Or of anm- 
only ? — All these are the various alternatives that are possible. 

On this question, the Purvapakaa (A) is as follows: — “In proximity 
to certain enjoined things ; — ‘ What things ? ’ — The cow and the rest j— 
“ Where have they been enjoined ? ” — In connection with the Fee, a number 
has been prescribed — ‘ 112 of it is the Fee ’ ; — and this number should 
^pertain to each of the things mentioned, the cow and the rest. — Why ? — 
Because the number has been mentioned as the subordinate factor, and 
the cow and other things as the principal factor. — How so ? — The sentence 
is not construed as ‘there should be 112% but as ‘there should be 112 of 
that * $ it is only thus that the presence of the term ‘ trnya * in the sentence 
can have any sense; otherwise it would be either meaningless or a mere 
reference. As for the singular number (in ‘ tasya *) this also refers to the 
things spoken of in the context, and is a mere reference. Whenever a 
subordinate factor is laid down in proximity to certain principal factors, 
the former always varies with each of the principal factors. The mention 
of the number too serves the useful purpose of giving us the idea that * the 
cow and other things have to be of such number And there is no ground 
for making any such diseriminaticax as that of the several things mentioned 
— one has to he of this number mid not the other* in fact, if any one of 
the things were not of the said number, it would involve the infringement of 
the Vedic text, in so far as it bears upon that thing. Hence vre conclude 
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that each one of the things mentioned is to be connected with the said 
number.” 

SUTRA <40). 

[PCrvapakj?a (B)]— “ Birr inasmuch as the quaxjties are equal, 

THE NUMBER SHOULD PERTAIN TO ONE ONLY ; BECAUSE OF 
THE PEESENCE OF. DIRECT DECLARATION.” 

Bhdsya. 

The particle 5 tu ! (‘ but ’) implies the rejection of the above view. 

“ It is not that there should be'112 of each of the things ; in fact, there 
should be 112 of any one of the things only.— -Why ?— Because the qualities 
are equal ; i.e. the cow and other things are connected with the ‘ Fee % and 
so also is the number ; — the number is not enjoined (predicated) of the 
Oow and other things ; what is enjoined is the Fee as qualified by the number , 
—not the Cow and other things.— How so 1 — If the number were not con- 
strued with the * Fee % — and hence if what were connected with the * Fee* 
were the Oow and other things without any fixed number, — then the mention 
of the number would be entirely useless ; and as the term ‘ tasya ’ would be 
in co-ordination with what is qualified by the number, it would have to take 
the Plural ending; and if ‘ tasya ’ referred to the Oow and all other things, 
then the Singular number in. * tasya dvadasha-sJiatam * would be inexplicable. 
For these reasons, the number has to be connected with any on© of the 
things laid down as the means of securing the services of the Priests, — and 
then alono the fee given for the services can be of the prescribed number. — 
From all this we conclude that the number pertains to any one thing, not 
to every one of the things. It is even so that the Singular number {in 
1 tasya ’) becomes justified. Objection — ‘ As the number of a word is a 

mere sign, no significance can attach to the Singular number in the word tasya \ 
— A nswer : Even though no significance attach to the Singular number, 
t he ending must be one connotative of the same number that is referred to ; 
for instance, when it is said ‘ brahmanajaMyo na hantavyah ’ (‘ one belonging 
to the Braiimana-easte should not be killed ’), even though the qualification 
mentioned is a mere indicative sign, yet it is 'not spoken of by means of a 
word with the dual ending — 1 brafomanau na hantavyau ’ (‘ Two Brahmdnas 
should not be killed 11 ). — Says the Opponent — * But in the case of the names 
of castes or classes, the Plural ending may appear in connection with a 
single entity, or the Singular ending may appear with several things ; but 
neither with one nor with several things does the Dual number ever appear ; 
so in the case in question, either one thing might be spoken of by a word 
with the Plural ending, or many things might be spoken of (as they are in. 
the sentence) by a word with the Singular-ending \ — Answer : It may be so 
in the case of the names of castes or classes ; but the word ‘ tasya * does not 
denote a caste or class, it denotes only the individual that is in dose proximity 
to itself.— From all this it follows that the number in question (112) 
must appertain to any one of the things mentioned in the text [and .there 
■can be no restriction as to which one it should be].” 
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StJTBA (41). 

[PfcVABASSA (C)3 — “ Ik FACT, IT SHOULD APPERTAIN TO THAT THING 
IN CLOSE PROXIMITY TO WHICH TIJE NUMBER HAPPENS TO BE 

mentioned; because such is the constbuction 

DEDICATED BY SYNTACTICAL CONNECTION.” 



Tim Sutra is in answer to the following ‘ If the Number is related to 
one thing, then it mil have to be taken as related to any one thing, without 
any restriction, as no specification is found in the text ’. 

In answer to this we have the following (which is Purvapak§a 0) : — “ It 
should appertain to that one thing in proximity to which it, is mentioned ; 
when the word signifying the number is found in close proximity to the word 
signifying a particular thing, it is that particular thing with which the number 
should be connected; because it is words uttered close upon one another 
chat come to be syntactically connected.— How so ? — -It is only when a 
qualifying word is connected with what is in close proximity to itself that it 
can qualify the idea expressed ; it cannot do this when it is far removed 
f rom it. In the sentence in question the ‘ Masa 5 comes in between the 
numerical word (112) and the ‘ Oow ’ and other things ; — and Syntactical' 
Gojinectiou. is more authoritative tiian Context ; — hence it is the M&§a 
alone that should be connected with the number ( 112 ).” 

SUTRA (42). 

[Pubvapas$a (D)] — “ Rut it cannot be so connected ; they 

(MA§AS) ABE ENJOINED IN THE SAME MANNER AS THE OTHER 
THINGS ; HENCE THE NUMBER SHOULD BE CONNECTED 
WITH ALL.” 

Bhd§ya. 

The term ‘ tu * (‘but ’) serves te set aside the above view. 

“ It is not right to say that it is the Maga alone that is connected with 
the number ; in fact the number should be taken as pervading over all the. 
things ; he. the number (112) should he made up by ah the things, Oow and 
the rest, taken together.— -The number is not connected with the Ma$a 
Only, because the Ma§a has been enjoined by the texts enjoining the things in 
the same maimer as those things.-*- How so ?■ — The expression being ' Tildshcha 
ma$mhcha% the ‘ eha 5 denotes * the Masa along with the Tila 5 ; so that the 
number is connected with the cow and all the other things taken together ; 
as the particle * cha ’ signifies the connection of the things with one another ; 
the nature of the particle * cha ’ is such that when it comes after a word it 
signifies the connection of the thing spoken of by that word with another 
thing, by direct denotation* not by Syntactical Connection; — if it were 
done by Syntactical Commotion, it would be done by the particle even 
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appearing before a word (which however is not the case); — the Number 
however is connected through Syntactical Connection ; — if the particle 
‘ cha ’ had not the aforesaid meaning, then it would be entirely meaningless ; 
as it could not be construed later on, — after the connection of the Number 
has been established ; in fact, if we construed it as ‘ ta'sya dvadashatahcha \ 
the rnmning would be something entirely different,— it would mean 6 112 
something else also ’ ; and yet no such ‘ something else ’ is spoken of in 
the sentence hence the particle ‘ cha ’ must be construed first, and the 
connection of the number should come after that ; the reason for this lying 
in the fact that words with the same ease-ending are more powerful (and 
should be connected first) than the one that has a different case-ending.— 
Further, as words with the same case-ending are more powerful, their repeti- 
tion is quicker, while that of words with different case-endings is more 
delayed ; — words en ding with the same First case-ending are more powerful 
in that they signify their meaning, while the word with the sixth case-ending 
qualifies so me thin g signified by another word. — Hence it follows that all 
the things (spoken of by the words with the first case-ending, 1 gaushcha ’ 
etc.) are connected with, the number either as one aggregate whole, or as 
connected with one another; or it may be right to take all of them in 
combination with the number. From all this, we conclude that the number 
is connected with all the things. — ‘ What would be the advantage of this ? * 
The advantage would be that no one of the things would be deprived of its 
connection with the number. As there is no ground for discriminating 
among the things, if any one thing were deprived of the connection with the 
number, the sense of the whole would be rejected in reference to that thing.— 
The conclusion therefore is that the whole group of the things spoken of — 
cows, and the rest — is connected with the number.” 

S0TRA (43). 

[SiddhInta] — Inasmuch as there is no mention in the injunctive 

TEST, THE CONNECTION SHOULD BE WITH ONE KIND ONLY ; AS 
■IN THAT CASE THEBE WOULD BE NO INCOMPATIBILITY , 

US THE SACBUICE, WITH THE VeDIC TEXT. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right that the number should be made up by all the things 
taken together. Inasmuch as them is no mention in the? wjwiet&w text , — 
there can be no connection with the making up of the number by all the 
things mentioned; that is to say, there is no such declaration* as — ' The 
number appertains to the group consisting of the Cow and other things ’ 
in fact, any group consisting of the Cow and other things is. not even 
mentioned, which could be referred to by the Pronoun (' tasya ’) in the 
text -the Cow and other things have been spoken of by name ; hence it is 
they that are referred to by the Pronoun - and it has .been already 
ex pl ai n ed, that the Cow and the rest do not form the predominant 
footer in the sentence ; it is with the * Fee ’ that the number is connected ; 
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lienee the Pronoun, being a qualification of the number, is to be taken 
up only as qualifying that number; and in that case it is only right- 
that due significance should be attached to the singular number (in 
‘ tasya ’) ; thus it is that the particular number has been mentioned and 
referred to by the Pronoun, as qualifying one of the several kinds of things 
mentioned ; hence from among the various kinds of things mentioned, it is 
only one that can be taken as qualified by that number, and that one thing 
must be of one kind only. It is in this sense that the Sutra says 1 Pkajatadhika - 
rah ’ [■* the connection should be with one kind only ’]. 

“What would be the advantage of this interpretation ? ” 

The advantage would be that under this explanation there would be no 
outrage against the Direct Assertion of ‘oneness’ (in the term ‘ tasya ’ ) ; 
while under the other view, the number, connected, through Syntactical 
Connection, with the substance, would not be conducive to any activity, 
andi, on account of being not conducive to any activity, it could not, through 
the Context, be connected with the sacrifice, in the sense that ‘112 is the 
Pee of that sacrifice 

Prom all this we conclude that it is 112 of the thing of only one kind 
that constitutes the Fee in question. 

StJTRA (44). 

The meaning oe words also should be as in common 

PARLANCE. 

BM§ya. 

Further, the matter should be treated in accordance with common 
parlance : In common parlance, whenever a numeral term is used without 
a qualification, the notion that arises is that of a thing of one kind only, — 
■*, How so ? It is so because otherwise no usage would be possible ; unless 
there is one particular kind, the number that enters into the conception of 
all things is the ‘ Parardha ’ (Highest conceivable Number) along with all 
the other numbers ; — and the ‘ Par&rdha * is spoken of in terms of the in- 
termediate numbers; — for those people who connect the number with any 
single thing, the Number comes in as pertaining to that one thing ; — in this 
case, that one thing related to the number has to be pointed out, or the 
' thing mentioned in the Context has to be taken (as related to the number), 
or some such other' thing should be accepted as happens to serve some 
useful purpose.—- In the case in question, there are things spoken of in the 
context that belong to several kinds (species) ; ,of these -only one should be 
connected with the number ; just as when it is said ‘ give a hundred to these 
two what is meant is a hundred of only one kind of thing, not of several 
kinds of things, such as ‘ Substance % ‘ Quality ‘ Action', ‘ Constituent 
Part and so forth. 


Abbik ARANA (12) : In the text ‘ tasya dvddasha shatam 

daksind ’ [‘ 112 of that is the Fee the number 
pertains to the animal ‘ Cow 

SUTJRA (45). 

[SlDDHANTA (a)]— T hB NUMBER SHOULD PERTAIN TO ANIMALS ; BECAUSE 
IT IS THESE THAT ARE, FROM THEIR ORIGIN, COUNTED 
SEPARATELY. 

Bhdsya. 


It has been seen that the number pertains to a thing of one kind — - 
Now in regard to the question as to whether the number appertains to one 
of the animals or to one of the grains,— the Purvapalcqa (a) would be that 
there can be no restriction (it may be one or the other).— In answer to 
that we have the Siddhanta put forward in the Sutra. 

The number should , pertain to one of the9 animals ; — “ why ? "—because, 
it is these that are, from their origin, counted separately. In practice, animals 
are always counted on the basis of their separate existence from their 
very birth;— when, for instance, people speak of ‘a thing purchased with 
Jive horses ’ or ‘ purchased with five cows ’ there is no such natural counting 
in the case of corns, in whose case the number refers either to nigada (? men- 
tion) or to the measure ; it is never said ‘ purchased with five mosa-grains ’ 
what is said is ‘ purchased with five Adhakas, or Dronas or Kudavas or 
Khdris of Ma$a ’ ; hence so long as the measures {afihaka and the rest) are 
not mentioned, the sentence (mentioning the number) remains incomplete, 
and wanting in an essential part, and as such it cannot supply any right 
knowledge of any thing. ° 

Question--^ Why cannot the securing of the services of the Priests be 
regarded as being done with the mo^a-grains counted separately on the 
basis of the grains being separate from their very origin ? ” 

Answer When it is declared that ‘ the Fee consists of 112 s , what is 
laid down is the peculiar feature of what is already known as the price of 
services rendered ,- and as a matter of fact, 112 grains of Vrihi or any other 
com can never form the wages of the Priests ; there are three forms in which 
wages are paid— (1) in the form of services rendered in return, (2) in the 
form of the produce of labour, and (3) in the form of words. (1) ‘ 112 ma?#- 
grains * oannot be the wages in the form of services rendered ; when workers 
work at a sacrifice, they receive in return at least a ‘ quarter ’ per day • 
—(2) as for the produce of labour, no one ever recognizes the grains 
to be like the result that accrues from the work done by the priests (3) 
aa for words, they only tend to lay down the exact measure of the wages 
that are already there.-In a case where even a ‘ quarter ’ per day is not 
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received, it is not a ‘ DaJcaind (Fee) at all; because it does not make the 
man ‘ Dak§a * alert ’ [and ‘ daksina % etymologically, is that which makes 
one c dak§a ’]. It is possible ^that a man may work for another throughout 
the day either through love or for some other reason, — but never through 
being tempted by the prospect of receiving 112 grains of Vnhi-com, 

“ It is just possible that some one may do a work on being tempted 
by the prospect of receiving 112 grains of Vnhi-com; would that be the 
‘ Fee ’ in his case ? ” 

No, we reply. A daksina (Fee) is that which makes one ‘ daksa \ 
alert ; — and alertness is a form of strength that which does not produce 
satisfaction { on being eaten) cannot be regarded as imparting Strength ; — hence 
that which does not produce satisfaction (on being eaten) cannot be regarded 
as * Dak$ind ’ (Fee) ; while what is spoken of in the sentence in question 
(laying down the Fee) is the high degree of satisfaction produced (by what is 
laid down as the Fee). 

“Even 112 grains of Vnhi-com do bring about a certain degree of 
strength.” 

, The answer to this is that the term ‘ strength ’ is a relative one ; one 
and the same man may be ‘strong’ in relation to one man, and ‘devoid 
of strength ’ (weak) in relation to another ; hence in so far as there is no 
satisfaction, there is absence of strength ; — it is by eating that a man gains 
in strength ; and the strength is brought about after the satisfaction produced 
by eating. From all this it follows that that substance alone can be regarded 
as * wages ’ which produoes satisfaction, and that alone can be a ‘ daksina ’ 
(Fee) ; — and the character of ‘ Fee ’ being secured thus far, anything more 
than that oan oome in only on the strength of direct declarations (in the 
Veda). — At one of the eotypal sacrifices — the Jftapeya, — even the Soma - 
cup which oan impart only a little strength, has been laid down in place of 
the ‘ Fee and this is accepted on the strength of the direct declaration to 
that effect. As regards Animals , they are capable of imparting strength in 
the most important form; consequently when the animals are there, the 
number in question cannot be connected with the Vnhi and other grains. 


StJTRA (46). 

[Purvapak?a (6)] — “ There should be ho restriction ; because 

THERE IS NO GROUND FOB DISCRIMINATION . ’ ’ 

Bhapya. 

“If it is to be 112 animals , then there can be no restriction among 
the cow and other animals mentioned,-— of any one of them, there may be 
112. Things would be much simpler if there were no restriction; it would 
also facilitate the performance of the sacrifice ; and the injunction of it 
therefore would have its scope very much wideiied.” 
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SUTRA (47). 

[SiddhInta — (6)]. — In fact, jt should be the Cows; as they aee 

THE MOST USEFUL. 

Bhasya. 

The term ‘ vd ’ (‘in reality’) implies the rejection of the view that 
there should be no restriction. 

It should, in fact, be 112 cows .- — “Why ? ” — Became they are the most 
useful ; as a matter of fact, cows are very useful ; they are of the greatest 
use ; i.e. they serve a most useful purpose ; — hence if cows are given, it will 
confer a great benefit on the Priests } and it is essential that benefits should 
be conferred on them; — the Priests are rendering the greatest help to the 
Sacrifieer, and it is the custom of all good men to render help to those who 
are rendering help to oneself. So that the custom of good men becomes 
followed if a large number of useful animals are given ; — and cows are very 
useful; — hence it follows that it is 112 cows that should be given. — - Horses 
would be more useful, — if the giving, receiving, and selling of them had 
not been forbidden ; but there is the Vedic text — ‘ One should not give 
animals with manes, one should not receive animals with two rows of teeth ’ ; 
—there is also the Bmrti-text — * One should not sell the horse ’. — Prom all 
this it follows that it is 112 cows that should be given. 

SUTRA (48). 

Because of eecognition. 



Por the following reason also the number should pertain to Cows: — 
“ #or what reason ? ” — Because of recognition ; when one sets about making 
up the prescribed number by bringing together the things spoken of in the 
sentence, the first that are thought of are the Cows ; and being thus the first to 
be recognised, they become connected with the number ; and there is no incon- 
gruity in this; — and when the Cows have become so connected, the Horse 
and the other animals do not become connected with it ; because it is only 
one kind of thing that should be connected (as explained above), and that 
has been already connected (in the shape of the Cows). — Hence we conclude 
that the number should pertain to the Cows. 

SUTRA (49). 

Also because we find texts indicative (of the same conclusion). 
JBhdsya. • 

There is an indicative text pointing to the same conclusion : — “ What is 
that indicative text?”— It is this*-' Sahasram dakfind, sahasram stotnya 
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■ydvadaaya sdhmrasya vttarddhara gaurgavi prati$thitci twaadasmdt lokddasa/u 
lokah ’ ; — this clearly indicates cows as to be given. — Similarly there is the 
following text—* Tam vd ltdm shabattm samdrnananti ide rante havye kanvye 
chandre jyotiraditi aarasvati main vishruti eta, te aghnye ndmdwi dlvlblvyo mu 
sukrtam krtat ’ ; here we have the names of the Cow;— and these two texts 
taken together indicate that — (1) what is spoken of as ‘the thousand ’ is 
the Fee, and (2) then follow the names of the cow, which shows that it is 
the Cow that is meant to be the ‘ Fee ’ spoken of in the first text. 

From this also it is clear that the number pertains to Cows. 



ADHiKAEA^rA v (13) : The cows as 1 Fee- should be divided 
among the Priests. 

StJTRA (50). 

The giving should be by apportionment, as the gifts are 

DISTINCT. 


Bhasya. 


At the Jyotistoma, the Cow and other things are to be given as the Fee ; 
it has been established that the number prescribed as to be given relates 
to Cows. 



that arises now is — Should the Sacrificer give the Fee 
iests after apportioning the share prescribed for each ? 
lortionment be made by the company (of priests) itself 
should give it as a whole] ? 

** view is ** follows There should be no restriction ; 
en either after apportionment, or without apportionment • 
enjoined is that ‘ the Fee should be given and nothing is 
f ii} 9hould b6 after apportionment or without 

bnee there should be no restriction.” 
his, we have the following Siddhanta The Fee should be 
onment ; it is the very nature of the gift that one should 
wnership over the thing given and should bring about the 
er person and in the very nature of things, this should 
nrifieer himself, as explained under the Sutra — ‘ Tasmat 
’ (?)— When a definite share of the Fee has been assigned 
particular priest, it cannot become related to him until it 
toned to him ; hence the person who does this apportion - 
who does the giving and it is necessary that the giving 
the Sacrificer ; hence it follows that it is after making the 
t the Sacrificer assigns the shares. That this should be 
;he : fact that the gifts are distinct. Unless there has been 

recipient cannot connect himself with his own share. 

ows that the Fee should be given after apportionment. 


StJTRA (51). 

Also because there is * hiring as 

ORDINARY WORLD. 
Bha§ya. 

again, the gift is for the purpose of ‘ hiring *, 
3 ; and what is meant for ‘ hiring * should be 


i and not a mere act 
a matter of contract 
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between the employer and the employee. If, then, this contract were 
entered into with the group of Priests, — and this group were to do the 
apportionment, — then the contract would not have been with the employer 
(Master of the sacrifice) ; and hence it would not be a case of ‘ hiring ’ at 
all. Just as in the ordinary world, when something is given to wood-carriers 
and other labourers, it is the woodcatx’iers that enter into a contract with 
the employer, and the employer assigns to them the wages after due appor- 
tionment— 1 this is for you, — this is for you ’ ; this should be understood to be 
the case in the present instance also.— -From this it follows that the Fee should 
be given after apportionment. 

SUTRA (52). 

The Veda also indicates apportionment. 

Bhasyci. 

Then again, the Veda also indicates apportionment, inasmuch as there 
is a mantra that speaks of Apportionment — ‘ Tutho vo vishvaveda, vibhajatu ’ ; 
also there is the text ‘ Kr^najinena vitrdsya dakqin&m daddti ’, — and again, 
‘ Agnldhe’gre dadati, agnimukhaneva pity-pi pnnati, brahmam dadati, prasfte- 
bhyo dadati, prasrtyai hotre dadati nfyfre daddti havirdhana cmnebhya adh- 
varyubhyo daddti, udgatrbhyo daddti, antahsadasi dsrnebhyo yalhdahraddham 
prdsarpakebhyo daddti \ — In all this we find indications of apportionment. 
--Hence it follows that the Fee should be given after apportionment. 
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Adhikarana (14): At the Jyotistoma , the Fee is to he 
apportioned in accordance with the titles of the Priests. 

SUTRA (53). 

[Purvapaksa (A)]— “It should be equal; as thebe is 

irO DECLARATION.” 

Bhasya. 

In connection, with tTcie Jyotistoma, the Fee has been laid down as ‘The 
Cow, the Horse, the Mule, etc.’ ; — and it has been established that the Fes is 
to be given after apportionment.— The question that arises now is— Is the 
apportionment to be equal ? Or in accordance with the work done ? Or 
in accordance with the word (title) ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows—" The apportionment should he equal , 
because there is no declaration — of any discrimination. In a case where no 
discrimination is mentioned, the apportionment must be equal.— How so ? — 
The whole can be given to one man, if nothing has to be given to any other 
person ; therefore no one man should receive so much as to leave nothing 
to be assigned to another ; no special share should be given ; so to each one. 
Hence, inasmuch as no discrimination has been declared, the fee should 
be divided equally.” 

SUTRA (54). 

[PURVAP AK§A (B)] — “ But on account of the difference in the 
WORE [rr SHOULD NOT BE EQUAL].” 

Bhasya. 

The phrase ‘ api v& ’ (‘ but ’) signifies the rejection of the above view. 

“ The apportionment cannot be equal ; there should be inequality due 
to the work done by each man; one who does more work always receives 
higher wages. — Hence there must be inequality based upon the nature of 
the work done.” 

SUTRA (55). 

[SiddhInta] — In the matter of wages, they Should be unequal ; 

THEIR TITLES ARE DIVERSE ; INASMUCH AS THERE IS £ HIRING * 

OF ALL, THE INEQUALITY CANNOT BE BASED UPON 
WORK , SPECIALLY AS WE FIND A DISTINCTION 
MADE, AS IN THE CASE OF THE 

Abhyudaya’. 

Bhasya. 

It is not right that there should be inequality due to work ; it should 
be due to the help rendered; and the amount of help rendered is known. 


ADHYAYA X, PADA m, ADHIKARANA (14). 1777 

from the titles (of the priests) ; hence the inequality should be dm to the titles ; 
so that in the ■matter of vxtges, they should be unequal ; their titles are diverse ; 
some are called ‘ Halfists ’/some ‘ Tertiarists ’, some ‘ Quarterists ’ ; those 
having half are ‘ halfists — “How do they have half ? ’’-—When a half is 
given to them. Similarly ‘ Tertiarists ’ and * Quarterists \ It is with these 
titles that these priests are mentioned in the injunctive text laying down 
'their Initiation. Inasmuch as there is ‘hiring’ (of all these priests), the 
said titles would be inexplicable if the difference in the shares were due to 
the work done by them. — Where do you find such a distinction as the one 
described ? ’’—We find it in the Abhyudaya ’ ; we take this term ‘ abhyudaga ’ 
as standing for the Dvadashaha sacrifice which has ‘ abhyudaya ’, — i.e. 
prosperity— for its result. The said distinction is found in the following 
passage — ‘ The Adhvaryu, having initiated the Master of the House, initiates 
the Brahman ; then the XJdgatr, then the Hotr ; then the Pratiprasthdtr, 
having initiated the Adhvaryu, initiates the Halfists— viz. : the Brahmand- 
chchhamsin related to the Brahman, the Prastotr related to the XJdgatr, the 
Mmtramruna related to the Hotr ; — then the Nest?, having initiated the 
Prhtiprastkdtr, initiates the Tertiarists — viz. : the Agnidhra related to the 
Brahman, the Pratihartr related to the XJdgatr, the Achchhdvdka related to 
the Hotr ; — then the Unnetr, having initiated the Ne§tr, initiates the 
Quarterists — viz. ; the Potr related to the Brahman, the Subrahmanya related 
to the Udgcitr, the Ordvastut related to the Hotr ; — thereupon the TJnnetr 
is initiated by some one else, or by a religious student sent by his Teacher ’. 
Here we find the priests referred to, in connection with the Dvadashaha 
sacrifice, as ‘ Halfists ‘ Tertiarists’, and ‘ Quarterists ’ ; — and this reference 
to them by these titles would be justifiable only if, at the original sacrifice 
■(Archetype), the shares given to these men were actually in accordance with 
these titles. — We conclude therefore that, on account of their being named 
* Halfists ’ and the rest, the diversity in the Fee received by them should be 
regarded as based upon these titles. 


Adhikabana ( 15 ) : At the 4 Ekaha ’ sacrifice called 4 Bhu \ 
the text 4 Tasya dhenuh 5 excludes all the things laid 
down as constituting the 4 Sacrificial Fee 5 


SUTRA (56). 


[Purvapaksa]— “ The phrase ‘tasya dhenuh’ should be taken 

TO MEAN THE EXCLUSION OF THE COWS * BECAUSE AT THE 

Archetype, they are enjoined separately ; on the 

GROUND OF SIMILARITY, THERE SHOULD BE MODIFICATION 
OF THAT ALONE ; JUST AS THE ‘ I§TI ’ IS 
MODIFIED BY THE QUALITATIVE TERM.” 


Bhdsya. 


There is the following text — ‘ Athaisa bhurvaishvadevah trivrdeva Bar - 
vaatasya vishmvatyastoinyd dhenur dakaind ’—[where the ‘ dhenu' milch 
cow, is prescribed as the Sacrificial Fee at the Bhu-sacrifice, which has the 
Jyotitfoma for its Archetype]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Does the ‘Milch cow* 
(laid down here) exclude (from this Bhu-sacrifice) the * cows ’ orly— or the 
whole lot of things laid down as the ‘fee’ (in connection with the 
Jyotistoma) ?— In this connection, what is to be considered is— At the 
archetype, do the several things mentioned form so many distinct ‘fees’ ? 
Or do they form one ‘ fee ’ collectively ?— Hence we deal with the AdHkarana 
by combining the two questions-At the archetype do the several things 
form so many distinct ‘ fees ’ severally, -and hence the * milch cow ’ excludes 
the cows ’ only ? Or do they collectively form a single ‘ Fee ’,— and hence 
the * milch cow ’ excludes the whole lot ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows When we End the Veda asserting 
Tasya dhenuh ’ [‘ The milch cow is the Fee for it ’], we conclude that the 
MUch caw excludes the ‘cows’; with this view we think that the things 
laid down as ‘Fee’ in connection with the Archetype are to be taken 
severally.— What do you mean by their being taken severally ? ’ — It means 
that from among the ‘ cows ’ and other things, each one by itself forms the 
fee ‘ How so 1 ’—In connection with the Archetype the text is ‘ Oauscha 
ashvmhchaashmtarashchadaksind ’ f The Cow and the Horse and the Mule are 
the Fee ’] ; where the mention of the * Cow ’ and the rest shows that the term 
Fee is wholly applicable to each of the animals mentioned ; because what are 
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mentioned are the cow and the rest, not their combination. As for the term ‘ cha ’ 
(‘ and ’), it only signifies aggregation, it does not enjoin the aggregation ; — and 
it takes in (signifies) the aggregation only for the purpose of qualifying another 
term ; if the term * cha ’ did the enjoining of aggregation, then such 
aggregation would be connected with the qualities of the action concerned ; 
so that, just as we have the expression * Samuchchayah shobhanah ’ Aggrega- 
tion is good ’], * Samuchchayo drastavyah ’ [‘ Aggregation should he re- 
cognised ’],— so would we also have such expressions as ‘ Cha shobhanah ’ 

‘ Cha drastavyah * ! And just as the genitive ending is used in connection 
with the aggregating numbers, — -in such expressions as 1 dhavakhadirayoh 
samuchchayah ’ [* aggregation of the Dhava and Khadira ’), so would there be 
also in such expressions as * Dhavah Khadirashcha ’ !— Neither of these 
contingencies however takes place ; hence it follows that the term ‘ cha ’ 
does not lay down aggregation. — -It is only when the Vedic text actually lays 
down a certain thing that there can be some reason for connecting it 
syntactically with the sentence. Further, Syntactical Connection is reason- 
ably possible only with a factor that is laid down by Direct Assertion, and 
not with an aggregate winch is only indirectly indicated by the cow and other 
things. — For these reasons, the sentence should be construed as ‘ gauh dakfind, 
ashvo daksina ’ [ c The Cow is the Fee, the Horse is the Fee’), and so forth. 
What actually happens is that first of all the Cow and other -things are in- 
dicated and the character of being the Fee is enjoined (predicated) in regard 
to them; so that this character being a subordinate factor must vary with 
each of the several principal factors mentioned. In this explanation, the 
presence of the term ‘ ciha ’ also becomes justified — ‘ The cow is the fee, 
and the Horse is the Fee, etc., etc. ’ — and not in the form ‘The cow along 
with the Horse is the Fee * or ‘ the aggregate of the Cow and other things is 
the Fee \ 

“ Now then, if the character of being the Fee belongs to each of the things- 
severally, then the Cow comes to have the character of being the Fee ; and then, 
it is for the purpose of qualifying it still further, that it has been asserted' 
that ‘the milch cow is the Sacrificial Fee’, meaning that ‘the cow that is 
to be given as tbe Fee should be milch * this leaves unmodified all the other 
things that have been mentioned as the ‘Fee’, in whose case, the General 
Law would be obeyed if they were given exactly in the form in which they 
have been mentioned in connection with the Archetype, It is by means 
of a word that the further qualification — ‘being milch’ — has been asserted in 
connection with the Cow ; it is the Cow alone that can be ‘ dhenu’ (‘milch 
cow ’). — Just as the * Isti ’ is modified by the qualitative term; i.e. in the 
expression ‘ Sauryam nirvapet ’ (‘ should offer to Surya’) what is meant is 
that * connection with Surya ’ should be established ; — the idea meant being 
that this connection is to be of the substance ; what the expression actually 
does is to lay down the connection as to be with the act of offering only ; 
and what the term ‘ offering * does is to restrict the procedure of the I$ti, 
on the basis of the performance as accompanied by the offering. Similarly in- 
the oase in question also, what the term ‘ dhenu ’ (‘ milch cow,’) as expressing 
,a quality of the Cow does is to modify the Fee-character of the Cow only ; 
so that no other Fee becomes modified.” 
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SUTRA (57). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, [there should be exclusion] of all ; on 

ACCOUNT OF ITS CONNECTION WITH THE SACRIFICE, THE PURPOSE 
OF THE FEE IS ONE ONLY ; THE SUBORDINATE FACTORS 
ALSO .SERVE ONLY ONE PURPOSE ; HENCE WHAT IS LAID 
DOWN WOULD SERVE THE SAME PURPOSE AT THE 
Ectype WHICH THE OTHER THINGS SERVE AT 

the Archetype ; and it is through their 

FUNCTIONS THAT THERE IS CONNECTION 
BETWEEN THE ACTIONS (AND 
THE PRIESTS). 

Bhasya. 

The terra ‘ w ’ (‘in reality ’) implies the rejection of the view set 
forth above. 

What we assert is that the ‘milch cow’ excludes all the things that 
have been mentioned as constituting the ‘ Sacrificial Fee ’ ; and hence we 
hold that all these things constitute the ‘ Fee ’ collectively. 

“ What is the meaning of all the things constituting the Fee collectively t ” 

The meaning is that the term ‘ Fee ’ is not to be construed with every 
one of the things mentioned ; — it does not mean that ‘ The Cow is the Fee ’, 

6 the Horse is the Fee ‘ the Mule is the Fee — but that ‘ the cow and 
other things are the Fee ’ ; — the name ‘ Fee ’ is not predicated of the * Cow ’ 
and also of the other things. — The things known as Cow, Horse, and so forth 
are to be regarded as Fee’ ; — because in that ease, the term ‘Fee’ would 
have to be in the Plural number, as it would be denoting its relationship 
to all the things simultaneously ; and the form of the sentence should 
have been ‘ the Cow and the rest are the Fees’ — ‘ gavddmjo daksinah ’ ; — - 
just as in the expression ‘ Agm$omau devale ’ [‘ Agrvi and Soma are the 
deities ’ ), or ‘ Pranapdnau abhisamabhavatdm ’ [‘ The Prana and the Apana 
came into existence’] ; because the gender and number of adjectives are 
determined by the gender and number pf the substratum in which the 
qualities expressed by the adjectives subsist. 

“ What then is the right construction ? ” 

The right construction is tliat, ‘the Cow and the rest’ are predicated 
of the ‘Fee’: ‘What is the Feet — Cow and the rest ’.—The term 
‘ daksind ’ (‘Fee’) is derived from the root ‘ dalcsa ’, to ‘ encourage ’ ; so 
that the Daksind is that which encourages ; this quality (that of being an 
encourager) is one only ; — it is this one quality that is meant to be emphasised 
as the principal factor, — and 1 the Cow and the rest ’ come in as qualifying 
(and hence subordinate to) that one quality ; — the principle is that the 
gender and number of words denoting qualities (i.e, adjectives) are 
determined by .the gender and number of the substratum of those qualities ; 
— -and not that the gender and number of words denoting substances are 
determined by the gender and number of the qualities subsisting in those 
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substances ; for instance, we have the form ‘ Vishvedevd devatd ’ [‘The 
Vishvedevas are the deity Thus then, in the case in question, the question 
being — -what i is the ‘Fee’ ?— ^the answer is ‘ gaushcha, ashvashchu, ashva - 
tarashcha ’ [‘The Cow and the Horse and the Mule’]. 

Then again, it is the term ‘ Fee 5 — and not ‘ Cow ’ and the rest — that 
is connected with the act of giving to the Priests; — the purpose too of all. 
Fees is one and the same — viz. : the securing of the services of the 
Priests; — and it is once for all that these Priests become amenable to 
render service ; so that there would be no need of ‘ securing their services ’ 
over again; — the purpose served by the Cow and other things also is one 
and the same,. — that of constituting the Fee. 

Thus then, inasmuch as all the things mentioned constitute the Fee 
collectively, the * Mileh Cow ’ should be regarded as laid down in connection 
with the eetypal Bhu-sacrifice, for that same purpose which is served at 
the Archetypal Sacrifice by the prescribed Fee; so that the Milch cou) 
serves the same purpose that is served at the Archetype by ‘the cow and 
other things * ; — because it is in connection with the ‘ Sacrifice ’ that we find it 
laid down in the sentence ‘ Tasya dMnurdaksind ’ , where ‘ tcmja ’ stands for 
the sacrifice ; — so that, when this milch cow becomes connected with the 
sacrifice (by being given as the Sacrificial Fee), all those things which have 
been laid down in connection with the Archetype and which would therefore 
have come into the sacrifice by virtue of the implications of the General 
Law, become excluded; and what the Priests become connected with 
(presented with) — by virtue of their connection with the Sacrificial acts— 
is that same Milch cow which has been directly laid down in connection with 
the Bhu-sacrifice itself. 

Then again, in the sentence ‘ Oaushcha ashvashcha .... dakgind’,, 
the particle ‘ c ha ’ directly expresses the idea that the cow is to be taken along 
with the other things, — while the fact that the cow (alone by itself) is the 
‘ Fee ’ is expressed by Syntactical Connection ; — and direct expression is more 
authoritative than Syntactical Connection ; hence it follows that the con- 
nection of the ‘Cow’ with the particle ‘ cha ’ comes first, and it is only 
later on that its connection with the ‘Fee’ comes in; so that what become 
connected with the character of the ‘Fee’ are the Cow and other things 
taken together collectively. — From all this it follows that the Milch cow 
excludes the entire set of the Fee in the shape of the Cow and ’Other things. 

SCTRA (58). 

Inasmuch as the injunctions are -without a substbatum, the 

MATTES SHOTTED BE DETERMINED BY AN INDICATIVE TEXT. 

Bhasya. 

It has been argued above that — “ Just as the I$[i is modified by the 
qualitative term [so should it be in the case in question] ”. — The answer 
to that is as follows — In the case of the sacrifices, (a) Agniya, (6) Upam- 
shuydfa and (c) Agmsomiya and of (d) Saurya, (e) Aryamana, if) Prdja- 




Adhikarana (10) : In the sentence 1 Yasya somamapa- 
hareyuh, etc.\ the phrase ‘ ehdm gam ’ excludes only 
the original number pertaining to the Cow. 

SUTRA (59). 

£P0rvapaksa] — “ The teems ‘ one ’ and itve ’ are like the term 
‘milch cow 5 .” 

Bhd§ya. 

There is the text — * If they take away one’s Soma, one should give 
one cow as the Sacrificial Fee ; if it is burnt, five cowa 

In regard to this, there arises the question — The ‘ one ’ and ‘ five,’ 
Cows that are spoken of here,-~do they exclude the entire set of things 
prescribed as the Sacrificial Fee 1 Or the cows only 1 

The Piirvapaksa is as follows : — “ The terms ‘one’ and ‘five* are like 
the term ‘'Milch cow ' ; — i.e. just as the term ‘milch cow’ excludes the 
entire set of things, so should the terms ‘ one cow ’ and ‘ five cows ’ also 
do ; because the connection of these latter is laid down directly in the text ; 
hence these servo all the purposes that would be served by the ‘ Fee ’ laid down 
in connection with the Archetype ; hence these latter, being admissible only 
through implication, become excluded.” • 

This Adhikarana shall be left incomplete at this point [its Siddhdnta 
being postponed till Sutra 62]. In the meantime, we proceed with another 
Adhikarana. 


Adhikarana (17) : At the ‘ Sadyaskra \ the i three-year- 
old calf ’ excludes all the other things that have been 
laid down as the price to be paid for the 
Soma . 

SUTRA (60). 

The ‘ three- year-old Dale ’ also. 

Bhasya. 

In connection with the Sadymhra we read — ‘ The entire three-year -old 
calf is the price paid for the Soma, for those who vie with each other \ 
The things laid down (in connection with the archetype) as the price to be 
paid for the Soma , — which are admissible in the Sadyaskra also by virtue 
of the General Law, — are mentioned in the text — ‘He buys it with a 
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she-goat, buys it with gold,, buys it with a bull, buys it with the Horse's hoof , 
buys it with cloth', and so forth. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Does the ‘three-year-old 
calf ’ exclude the Bull only ? Or all those things that have been laid down 
as the price of Soma ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows “ It excludes the Bull only. — -Why ? — 
Because it is a male of the bovine species; on the basis of the similarity of 
being a male of the bovine species, one such male has been laid down 
(in place of another similar male). — ‘ How do you know that the term tri- 
vatsa (three-year-old calf) lays down a male member ? ’ — That it is so is clear 
from the term ‘ sanda \ ‘ with testicles ‘ entire ’.-—Hence we conclude that 
it excludes the Bull only.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — The ‘ three-year -old 
calf also; — ‘also’ what ? — also excludes the entire set of things mentioned as 
the price to be paid for Soma; because it is directly connected with the act 
of ‘ buying ’, and hence excludes all that comes in only by virtue of the 
General Law ; hence it must be taken as setting aside the entire set of things 
mentioned as the price to be paid for Soma. 

SUTRA (61). 

We bind indicative texts also pointing to the same 

CONCLUSION. 

Bhdsya. 

This same conclusion is pointed to by an indicative text ? — “ What is 
that text ? ” — In connection with another Sadyaskra, it is said — ‘ Stri 
gauh somakrayani vydvrttd hyesdm spardhd ’ [‘The price to be paid for the 
Soma is a female member of the bovine species, because their rivalry has 
ceased’]; when all the other things mentioned as the price of Soma have 
been excluded, — and the Cow alone is left as fulfilling the purpose of the 
Buying of Soma, — with what could this latter vie ? [Hence it is in this 
sense that the ‘Rivalry’ is spoken of as having ‘ceased’]. Otherwise, if all 
the others had not been excluded by the Cow, the rivalry of the whole group 
Would be there ; and when the rivalry would be still there, it would not be 
right to say that ‘ their rivalry has ceased — From this it follows that the 
Cow does exclude all the rest,-— The * three-year-old- calf ’ also is laid down 
in the same manner as ‘the female member of the bovine species’ (Cow) ; 
hence this calf also should be taken as excluding all the other things. 

Or, the indication of the text quoted may be explained in the following 
manner : — If the ‘ three-year-old Calf ’ excludes all other things, then alone 
could ‘ the female member of the bovine species ’ be left alone at the other 
Sadyaskra, because it will have set aside the said Calf; and then alone 
could it be right to say that ‘the rivalry has ceased’. Otherwise, if the 
said Calf had excluded the Bull only, then by excluding that Calf alone 
the * female member of the bovine species ’ would only become one of the 
group of things mentioned as the price of Soma, and hence the ‘ rivalry ’ 
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would still be there ; and in that ease it would not be right to say that ‘ the 
rivalry has ceased y 

From all this it follows that the ‘ three-year-old calf 5 must be taken- as 
excluding the entire set of things (laid down as the price to be paid for 
the Soma). 


The above explanation of Sutras 60 and 61 as embodying Adhikarana 
(17) brings in a separate topic right in the middle of Adhikarana (16) [which 
is not quite right] ; hence we are explaining the two Sutras 60 and 61 in a 
different manner (as forming part of the PurvapaJcsa of Adhikarana 16 itself) 
“For the following reasons also, the term ‘one 5 and ‘five 5 should exclude 
the entire set of things mentioned as the * Sacrificial Fee ’ — (a) The ‘three- 
year-old-Calf ’ also (Su. 60) and (6) we find indicative texts also pointing to 
the same conclusion { Su. 61); that is to say, (a) the ‘ three-year-old-ealf 
being mentioned in the same manner as the ‘ one cow * and the * five cows 
should be taken as excluding all the other things, and (6) it is only thus that 
the assertion that ‘ the rivalry has ceased ’ would be justifiable 


[In answer to the PurvapaJcsa thus set forth in Sutras 59, 60, and 61, 
we have the following iSuMhanta ] — 

SUTKA (62). 

[Siddhanta of Adhikarana 16] — In beauty, only one set (becomes 
excluded), because the number is connected with cows 

ALONE, BY VIRTUE OE THE PARTICULAR GENDER. 

Bhasya . 

This is the answer to the view (Purvapak$a stated in Su. 59) that was 
left unanswered. 

It has been asserted that the ‘one’ and the ‘five 5 exclude the entire 
set of* things mentioned as the * Fee ’.—But that is not right ; because it is 
only one set of things that becomes excluded, — i.e. the only one set of ‘cows’, — 
the ‘ Horse ’ and the rest am not excluded. As a matter of fact, the specific 
assertion that ‘ one should be given, five should be given 5 pertains to cows . — 
Why so ?— Because the connection is with the number as qualifies by the cow ; 
the sentence ‘ gives one, gives five 5 is not to be construed as — * gives one 
fee, gives five fees \ but as ‘gives one cow, (five cows)’; because the con- 
nection between the cow and the number is the principal factor and hence 
more worthy of acceptance. 

Further, the connection of the number with the term * cow 5 is directly 
perceptible, while that with the term 4 Fee ’ is remote and indirect, by reason 
of the intervention of the word ‘cow 5 ; so that the term * cow ’ becomes taken 



1786 


SHABARA-BHASYA : 


in its primary sense; in the other case, recourse. would have to be had to 
indirect indication —the word ‘ Oow ’ being taken as standing for ‘ one cow, 
and also Horse, etc . 1 Thus then, by reason of the particular gender (the 
Feminine in ‘ ekdm ’) the number applies to the cows only; so that all the 
rest, Horse, etc., being not excluded, these are to be given as at the Archetype, 
whereby the General Law becomes honoured, — and the terms ‘ one ’ and 
4 five ’ exclude the cows only from among the things laid down as 4 Fee ’ in 
connection with the Archetype. [That is, the text in question specifying the 
number of cows as one and five, sets aside that number which relates to the 
cows in connection with the archetype ; so that at the SadyasJcra , only one 
or five cows are to be given, not the same number of them as are given at 
the Archetype], 


Adhikarana (18) : At the ‘ Ashvamedha ’ the * Two Lamp- 
posts' exclude the Adhvaryu s share of the 
regular Fee, 


S0TRA (63). 


P?0BVAPAK?A] — “ So ALSO THE ‘ TWO LAMP-POSTS ” — IF THIS BE URGED 
[then the answer is as in Sutra 64]. 


Bhasya. 


In connection with the Ashvamedha, we read — ‘ Gives two golden Lamp* 
posts to the Adhvaryu \ 

In regard to this, there arises the question— Do the e two Lamp-posts ’ 
exclude the entire set of things laid down as the Sacrificial Fee ? Or of the 
Adhvaryu’s share only ? 

<c Why should this question arise ? ” 

If the term * two lamp-posts » is construed with the root ‘ to give » 
then it excludes the whole set of things laid down as the Sacrificial Fee •— 
while if it is construed with the 4 Adhvaryu \ then it excludes only the 
Adhvaryu' a portion. 

The Purvopakga is as follows:—' ‘‘It excludes the whole set; hence we 
interpret the sentence by construing the term 4 two lamp-posts » with the 
verb c to give.*.— 4 Why ? ’—By connecting the verb 4 to give ’ thus, it is 
Direct Assertion that is honoured ; while by connecting the lamp-posts with 
the ‘ Adhvaryu \ it is the Syntactical Connection that is honoured.— Then 
again, by its inherent force, the accusative ending in the word ‘ prdkdshau 1 
{ lamp-posts’) becomes connected with the verb, not with the noun; for 
this reason also it is connected, in the sentence, with the verb ‘to give’. 
H it were connected with the Adhvaryu, the term 4 Adhvaryu * would have 
taken the Genitive Ending. For this reason the 4 lamp-posts * are construed 
with the verb ‘to give The two ‘lamp-posts ’ are enjoined (predicated) 
as qualifying the verb ‘ to give ’ ; so that the act of giving cannot be 
qualified by the Adhvaryu ; for if it did, there would be a syntactical split.— 
Further, if, even in the presence of a qualification, the act of giving were regard- 
ed as unqualified and construed, as such, with another word, then, in actual 
action, it would come in that same unqualified form. In faot, a qualifying 
w<yd, even though used, does not qualify its object, if it is incapable of 
doing so. Hence the team ‘ Adhvaryu ’ here stands for tfie person who sets 
up the sacrifice (‘ adhvaram yunahti ’).— From all this it follows that the 4 two 
lamp-posts * exclude the entire set of things mentioned as ‘ Sacrificial Fee 
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SUTRA (64). 

^SiddhInta]— In reality, inasmuch as it serves the purpose of 

A PART OF THE FEE, — AND AS AT THE ARCHETYPE, THEY APPEAR 
IN SEPARATE FORMS : THE MODIFICATION OF THE 
ACCESSORY SHOULD BE ONLY TO THAT 
EXTENT. 



The term ‘ api tu ’ (‘in reality’) implies the rejection of the view set 
forth above. 

As a matter of fact, the two Lamp-posts serve the purpose that is served 
by only a part of the Fee’, not that served by the entire "Fee ; the shares 
too of the Adhvaryu and others (at the Archetype) are separate — it being 
known: that * this is the portion of the Adhvaryu, these the portions of others’. 
—For this reason the modification of the accessory should be only to that 
extent. — “What is the meaning of ‘ gunedantavikara ? ' Gunedantd > means 
the ‘ idantd ’, extent, of the - * guna ’, accessory ; — ‘ idanta ’ is the character of 
being ‘ idam ‘ this * ; — ‘ gunedantavikara ’ thus is the ‘ vikdra modifica- 
tion, of? the * gunedanta J , extent of the accessory. This means that the two 
Lamp -posts exclude the Adhvaryu 1 s share of the Fee. — “How so?” — 

■ IJiranmayau prakdshau * (‘ two golden lamp-posts ’) is one sentence; here 
we have not got the Nominative ending, nor is there any connection with 
the term ‘Fee’, by reason of which the lamp-posts could serve the purposes 
of the ‘Fee’.*— “What then is it?”— It is the Accusative ending and is 
connected with the verb ‘to give’ ; — hence there is the one sentence in 
the form—* Hi/raiyrmyau prakdshau adhvaryave daddti ’ Gives two golden 
Lamp-posts to the Adhvaryu ’] ; so that the two Lamp-posts are connected 
with the act of giving, in which the Adhvaryu is the recipient, and hence 
what they exclude is the Adhvaryu’s share in the gift.’ — Or, we may take the 
sentence as laying down a new act of giving as qualified by all the 
qualifications ; and as it serves a visible purpose (of securing the Priest’s 
services), it would set aside the other means of securing the services of the 
Adhvaryu-. 

It has been argued that — “ What is enjoined is the connection of the 
two Lamp-posts with the act of giving ; — by accepting this construction we 
honour the Direct Assertion — But this Direct Assertion is not independent 
of Syntactical Connection ; so that it would not be possible when there is 
no immediate sequence between the verb ‘to give’ (and the ‘two lamp* 
posts ’). 

As for the argument that — “Every case-ending is capable of being 
connected with the verb our answer is that this capability is set aside by 
what we actually see. The immediate sequence also that we find is between 
the * two lamp-posts ’ and the Adhvaryu. 

As for the argument that “if the connection were as suggested,. the 
genitive ending would be there ”, — it is true that the genitive ending would 
be there ; but it is not that in the absence of the genitive ending, there is 



no connection with the Adhvaryu ; because such connection is actually 
recognised through Syntactical Connection. 

Says the Opponent — “ The Dative Ending that is present in the sentence 
would set aside the Syntactical Connection 

That which is not itself enjoined (or predicated) cannot sot aside 
anything. 

“ How then is it that the Dative ending is there even when the Recipient 
is not meant to be enjoined ? ” 

It occurs only by way of reference to what is indicated by the force 
of circumstances. Hence what has been urged does not affect our position. 
— Or, we may take the answer to be what has been explained above, to the 
effect that what is enjoined is the act of giving qualified by all the qualifica- 
tions (mentioned in the sentence). 

Thus then, if the other items of the Fee are not excluded, the General 
Law becomes obeyed; hence we conclude that it is only the Adhvaryu' s 
share that is excluded by the * two lamp-posts ’. 


# i; -i r '1 , ■ - 



Adhikara^a (19) : At the ‘ Upahavya ’ sacrifice, the 

‘ Horse ’ excludes all the rest of the things mentioned 
as the 6 Fee \ 

SUTRA (65). 

The case of the * Horse ’ given as Fee is like the ‘ milch cow ’ : 

AND THE PTTRAS E ‘ SA BRAHMANAH ’ (‘.IT IS TO BE GIVEN TO THE 

Brahman Priest ’) implies the exclusion of the 

OTHER PRIESTS, AS IN THE CASE OF *' GOLD ’ 



There is the Upahavya sacrifice laid down in the following passage — 

‘ Upakavyo aniruJctah, tendbhishasyamdnam yajayeb . . . . ashmh shrnto 
dakQiiui ; upakavyo niruldah . . . ashmh sluy&oo rukmalalato daks i ml ’ 
[wherein ‘ the bay horse with a golden forehead ’ is laid down as the Sacrificial 
Fee) ; in connection with this we read — ‘ Sahyarm-idctah sa brahmcyn « d&yah ’ 
[where the said Fee is laid down as to be given to the Brahman Priest). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Does the Horse here laid 
down exclude only the Brahman’s share (in the Fee laid down in connection 
with the Archetype, as consisting of ‘the cow, the horse, etc.’)? or the 
whole set of things laid down as the Sacrificial Fee ? 

The Purvapak$a is as follows : — “ It excludes the Braliman’s share (in 
the original sacrifice). — Why ? — -(a) Because it is connected with the per- 
former; (6) because it serves the purpose that is seryed by a part of the 
original Fee, and (c) because at the Archetype it appears separately, — 
therefore there shall be modification of the accessory to. that extent (as 
explained under Sutra 64), — as in the ease of the ‘Garland’ ; i.e. just as 
in the case of the text * Gives the garland to the Udgair \ the garland excludes 
only the Udgatfs share (in the original Fee), and not the entire set of things 
laid down as the ‘ Fee — so also it should be in the ease in question.” 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhanta : — The Horse given 
as Fee is like the milch cow ; i.e. it should exclude the entire set of things 
laid down as the * Fee ’. — “ Why ? ” — Because the connection is with the 
term ‘Fee’, in the sentence ‘The hay horse with the golden forehead is 
the .Fee ’ ; the sense is that by means of the Horse here directly laid down 
(in connection with the Upahavya), the ‘securing of services ’ should 
be done; and such being the ease, all the Fee that would come in by implica- 
tion through the General Law should naturally be set aside. 

Oiyecfion— r ‘‘ But we find the Horse spoken as related to the performer 
— in the sentence that lays down that ‘ it should be given to the Brahman 
Answer — The first sentence (where the Bay Horse has been laid down as 
the Fee) serves to exclude all those things which would come in as the Fee, 
in accordance with the General Law, — and the second sentence (where the 
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Horse Is mentioned as to be given to the Brahman) serves to exclude the 
other priests ; just as in the case of the sentence * Of the gold, all' is given to 
the Brahman \ 

From all this it follows that the Horse excludes the entire set of things. 


SUTRA (66). 


But IX BEAUTY, ONLY ONE THING SHOULD BE EXCLUDED, BECAUSE OF 
THE CONNECTION OF THE PERFORMER, BY VIRTUE OF TUP. 
PARTICULAR GENDER, — LIKE THE GARLAND.” 


Bhasya. 

It has been argued (in this Sutra) that— “ only one thing is excluded, 
because of the connection of the performer, by virtue of the gender,— like 
the garland — And this has to be refuted — [We are doing that in the next 

smm\. 

SUTRA (67). 

In reality, there should BE modification, as in the CASE OF THE 
GOLD, BECAUSE OF THE REFERENCE BEING TO THAT. 


Bhasya. 


The phrase ‘ in reality ’ implies the rejection of the above view (expressed 
in Su. 66). 

Became of the reference being to that, — i.e. because the reference is to 
the Fee , — what the sentence has done is that by means of the term ‘ Fee ’ 
it has brought about the relationship of the Horse to the sacrifice ; hence 
the Horse should be regarded as being the modification of the entire set of 
things. — Hence it has to be treated like ‘gold’, not like ‘garland’. 


Adhikarana (20) : At the ‘ Etapeya ’ sacrifice , the ‘ Soma- 
cup ’ excludes the entire set of Sacrificial 
Fees. 

SUTRA (68). 

[PORVAPAKSA] — So ALSO THE SOMA-CUP.” 

Bhasya. 

In connection wit h the Etapeya sacrifice, we read — 1 * A Soma -cup 
made of Udumbara wood is the Fee; it should be given to the Brahman- 
priest who is dear and belongs to one’s own gotra. 

In “regard to this, there arises the question. — Does the Soma-cup exclude 
only the Brahman’s share in the regular Fee (prescribed in connection with 
the Archetype) ? Or does it exclude the entire Sacrificial Fee ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows:— “Ac oZso should be the Soma-cup ; 
just as the ‘garland’ prescribed for the Udgdtr excludes only his share in 
the regular Fee, — because of the connection of both with the Udgdtr- priest,- — 
so also in the case in question, on account of the connection of both with 
the Brahman-priest, the Soma-cup should set aside only the Brahman’s 
share in the regular Fee/ 5 

SUTRA (69). 

[Siddhaota] — If pact, there should be a modification op the 

WHOLE LOT ; BECAUSE FOR PURPOSES OF THE SACRIFICE, ANIMALS 
HAVE BEEN FORBIDDEN. 

Bhasya . 

The term * va 5 (‘ in fact ’) implies the rejection of the above view. 

The Soma-cup sets aside, not only the Brahman’s share, but the whole 
of the regular Sacrificial Fee. — How do you know that ? — Because the text 
in question is in reference to the prohibition of anima ls ; the passage runs 
thus — ‘ Soma is right, animals are wrong; if one gives animals, one does 
wrong ; the Soma-cup made of Udumbara-wood is the Fee 5 ; here we find 
that the Soma-cup has been enjoined after having rejected the giving of 
animals ; the sense of the passage being ‘ One who gives animals incurs this 
sin, hence animals should not be given 5 ; instead of saying this in so many 
words, the text says that ‘ the Soma-cup should bo the Fee % which means 
the same thing ; as the implication is that if the Soma-Cup is given, animals 
are not given ; thus the Soma-cup comes to set aside the whole of the regular 
Fee ; if it were to set aside only the Brahman's share, it would mean that 
ani mal s would be given to the other priests [and this would go against the 
prohibition just referred to]. Hence, we conclude that it sets aside the 
whole of the regular Fee. 
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SUTRA (70). 

\The following objection may be urged] — “ It would be the same m 
BEGABD TO THE GIFT TO THE BbAHMAN.” 



It might be argued as follows — “ If your view is that ‘ by reason of the 
prohibition of animals, the Soma-cup should set aside the whole of the regular 
Fee — then, the same would be applicable to the case of the gift to Brahman ; 
the assertion that * the Soma-cup should be given to the Brahman ■ may 
refer to the animals that are given to the same Brahman (out of the regular 
Fee). Hence it does not necessarily follow that the reference to the pro- 
hibition of animals can be explained only on the basis of the exclusion of 
the whole of the regular Fee (payable to alt the priests) ; because it can also 
fee explained as referring to what is given to the Brahman only.” 


StJTRA (71). 

£ Answer ] — As the gift is fob the pubposis of the saobifioi, a pbo- 

HIBITED ACT WOULD BE DONE ; AND IN THAT CASE THE PUBPOSE 

of the Fees would be an tndibeot seoondaby one. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right that the Soma-cup should exclude only the Brahman’s 
share ; in fact, it should set aside the whole set of the regular Fee. The 
gift of the Soma-cup is subservient to the purposes of the sacrifice ; as it is 
connected with the term ‘Sacrificial Fee’, in the text ‘the Soma-cup is 
the Sacrificial Fee % At the Archetype, the various things. Cow and the 
rest, do not constitute the Fee severally ; in fact, it has been already explained 
(under Su. 57) that the term ‘ Fee ’ is applied to the whole lot of the things, 
Cow and the rest, taken together. Thus then, the animals having been 
forbidden by the gift of the Soma-cup, if it were regarded as equally applicable 
to the Brahman’s gift also, and animals were given to the other priests, 
then something would be done which is prohibited ; — what forms the share 
of the Brahman alone is not the ‘ Fee ’, it is only part of the Fee: and if 
.the term ‘ Fee ’ could be applied to what is only a part of the Fee, such 
application would be only indirect (figurative) ; — but so long as the direct 
meaning of a term is applicable, the indirect one cannot be admitted. The 
purpose of giving the Soma-cup is the exclusion of the regular ‘ Fee ’ ; — 
and the purpose served by the ‘ Fee ’ is the securing of the services of all 
the priests, not merely the gift to Brahman. — From all this it follows that the 
Soma-cup sets aside the entire set of the tegular Fee. 
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SUTRAS (72-73). 

If it is the Brahman’s share alone that is excluded, then the 

MODIFICATION WOULD APPERTAIN TO THAT EXCLUSION ALONE ; 

BUT IN REALITY, THE WHOLE LOT IS EXCLUDED, AND THERE 
IS ONLY THE EXCLUSION OF THE OTHER MEN ; ALL THE 

Fees being subservient to the sacrifice. 

Bhasya. 

Thesp two Sutras explain the purpose of the Adhikarana. 

If the Soma-cup excludes the Brahman’s share only, then the regular 
Fee would be the smaller to that extent ; and by reason of this modification, 
the other portions of the Fee would be given to the other priests ; — this 
would be so if the Purvapaksa view were correct On the other hand, if 
the Siddhmita view were correct, then the whole lot of the regular Fee would 
become excluded ; that being excluded, it is the exclusion of the other 
priests (from receiving the Soma-cup at the J fttapeya) that is done by the 
sentence ‘ it should be given to the Brahman \ The Fees are always sub- 
servient to the sacrifice ; — the sacrifice is accomplished by the securing 
of the services of all the Priests, not by securing those of the Brahman alone. 
It is by the giving of the Soma-cup that the services of all the priests are 
secured; so that nothing else need be given.-— This is the purpose served 
by this Adhikarana. 


Or these two Sutras maybe explained otherwise, as embodying a distinct 
Adhikarana, as follows 

Adhikarana (21 ): The Soma-cup excludes the entire 
regular Fee as also the other Priests. 

[By another interpretation of Sdtras 72-73.] 

. SUTRA (72). 

[P&rvapaksa] — “ If the Brahman’s share alone is excluded, then 
the modification would be lessened to that extent.” 

Bhasya. 

In connection with the Ptapeya. we read — * The Soma-cup made of 
Udumbara-wood.is the Fee, it should be given to the Brahman priest who 
is dear and belongs to one’s own Gotra ’. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Should the Regular Fee 
be given reduced by the Brahman’s share ? Or should the Soma-cup alone 
be given ? 
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Objection “ It has already been explained that the construction is 
that the Soma-cup is the Fee [and hence there can be no room for the 
question] ”. 

Answer— We are raising the question on the supposition that the con- 
struction is that the Soma-cup is for the Brahman. 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows;— “If that is so, aqd the construction 
adopted connects the Soma-cup with the Brahman, then the Brahman’s 
share of the regular Fee is to be excluded, and all the rest is to be given ; 
the modification of it being only to the extent that the Brahman’s share 
would be excluded from it.” 


SUTRA (73). 

[Siddhanta] The whole should be excluded ; as the sentence 

EXCLUDES THE OTHER MEN, AND THE FEES ABE SUBSERVIENT 
TO THE SACRIFICE. 

Bhasya. 

Th© whole lot of the regular Fee should be excluded. — “ Why ? ” 

Because it is quite clear that the Soma-cup is to be construed with the Fee $ 
so that the entire set of the regular Fee having been excluded by this con- 
struction, ah that is done (by the mention of the Brahman) is that the other 
priests are excluded. SpeciaUy because the Fees are subservient to the 
sacrifice ; so that, when the Soma-cup becomes the ‘ Sacrificial Fee ’ (and 
the needs of the sacrifice are served thereby), it excludes all the rest of the 
things that have been mentioned as forming the * Sacrificial Fee \ 





Adhikarana (22) : At the 1 Vajapeya the mention of 

the 1 Chariot 5 is meant to restrict that gift to one 
particular Priest. 

StJTRA (74). 

XPfjRVAPAK?A] — “As REGARDS THE CHARIOT CONSECRATED WITH THE 

Yajus verse,, it verily constitutes a modification of the 

REGULAR FEE PAYABLE TO THE ADHVARYU.” 

Bhasya. 

There is the Vajapeya sacrifice ; in connection with which it is declared 
— ‘ The chariot consecrated with the Yaju$ -verse one gives to the Adhvaryu '. 

[In place of the cow and other things prescribed as the ‘ Fee ’ at the Jyotistoma, 
there are laid down, in connection with the YajapZya, other seventeen articles, 
such as the Chariot, the Cart and so forth ; among these there is one chariot which 
is consecrated with the Yajtis-mantra, * Indrasya , etc. ’ ; this is the chariot which 
is called ‘ Yajuryukta-ratha ’, or, briefly ‘ YajuraiJut.'] 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Does this chariot exclude 
the Adhvaryu' 8 share in the Regular Fee ? Or, is the Adhvaryu' s share 
restricted to this chariot ? 

The PurvapaJc?a is as follows : — “ As regards the chariot consecrated with 
the Yaguq -verse, it is verily a modification of the Fee payable to the Adhvaryu . 
The particle ‘ tu ’ implies absence of all doubt; the sense being that ‘there 
can be no doubt on the point ’ ; what is clearly meant by the text is that 
‘ To the Adhvaryu one gives the chariot consecrated with Yaju$, nothing else ’ ; 
so that the chariot sets aside the Adhvaryu' s share and thereby having its 
purpose fulfilled, it cannot exclude the other articles of the Fee whose 
admission at the Vajapeya is indicated by the General Law. The sentence 
is not to be construed as ‘ The chariot consecrated with Yaju§ one gives at 
the Vajapeya sacrifice ’, in which case the chariot would be connected with 
the sacrifice. — Why so ? — Because the Vajapeya is the sacrifice with which 
the Context deals, while the Adhvaryu is mentioned in the sentence ; and 
Syntactical Connection is more authoritative than Context. — From all this 
we conclude that the Chariot exoludes the Adhvaryu' s share in the regular 
Fee.” 

SUTRA (75). 

[SeddhInta] — In reality, on the basis of the direct declaration, 

IT IS HIS SHARE OF THE FEES THAT IS RESTRICTED. 

, Bhasya. 

The phrase ‘apt vd' (‘in reality’) implies the rejection of the above 
view. 
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As a matter of fact, all the chariots have been directly spoken of in the 
general statement— ‘ One gives Seven seventeens * ; — these ‘ seven seventeens ’ 
are—' 1 (1) Seventeen chariots, (2) Seventeen coins, (3) Seventeen slave-girls, 
(4) Seventeen pairs of bullocks, (5) Seventeen hundred cows, (6) Seventeen 
kinds of fodder and (7) Seventeen Vayasls (?)’. — Here ‘ seventeen chariots ’ 
have been mentioned without any specification, and they are to be dis- 
tributed among all the priests ; it is not known which chariot should go to 
whom;— the Yajuratha in question which might possibly fall to the share 
of the Adhvaryu, is restricted as such— ‘ the chariot consecrated with the 
Yajus, one gives to the Adhvaryu, no other is to be given to him,— and the 
said chariot is not to be given to any one else The presence of the qualify- 
ing term ‘ consecrated with Yajus ' is for the purpose of enjoining the chariot 
as to be given in one alternative scheme, and hence it cannot serve the other 
purpose of excluding the Adhvaryu' s share in the Regular Fee ; and the 
non-exclusion of this makes the General Law duly honoured. — Hence the 
conclusion is that the chariot is restricted as the Adhvaryu' s share ; and his 
share in the regular Fee is not excluded. 


End of Pdda in of Adhydya X. 
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ADHYAYA X. 


PADA IV. 


Adhuc arana (1) : At the' Agni-chayana 5 and other similar 
rites, there is combination of the c Ndrista-homa ’ 
and the 4 Nahsatresti 


SUTRA (1), 


Inasmuch as signs of the Abchetypb are not present, the act 

IN QUESTION SHOULD BE AN ADDITIONAL EMBELLISHMENT AT 
THE ECTYPE. 


Bhasya. 


(A) There is the Agm-Ury^na Rite, laid down in the text ‘ One who 
knowing thus sets up the Fire-altar ’ ; in connection with that Rite, conies 
the Nahsatresti sacrifice, (at. which there are Upahomaa) described as follows 
— ‘ Agnaye krttifcabhyah puroddshamaspdhapalam nirvapet, so ’ nujuhoti , agna- 
ye svdhd — Krttikabhyah svaha — Ambdyai svdhd — Niyataye svdhd— Amrapattyai 
svdhd — Nirvargapattyai svaha — -N ipurnikdyai svdhd ’ ; — at the Primary sacri- 
fice which is the Archetype of the Agnichayana, there are Ndri§fa-homas offered, 
as laid down in the text — ‘ Ndri§tahormn juhoti \ — Tn regard to this, there 
arises the question — rAt the Agni-chayana ] are the Ndrista-homas excluded 
(by the Nahsatresti) ? Or, are they not excluded, and there is a combina- 
tion of both? 

, (B) Similarly in connection with the Shyena, we read — ‘ Red-turbaned 

priests with red clothes worn in the NivUta-moda carry on ’ ; — in connection 
with the Archetype (of the Shyena) we read — e The Nivita is the mode for 
men, the Prdchindvita ip for Pitrs, and the XJpamta is for deities ; when one 
wears the cloth in the Upavita-mode one bears the mark of Deities’ and 
the Upavita-mode recommended in this latter text is indicated by the 
General Law as applicable to the Shyena. — There arises the question — Is the 
Upavita-mode excluded (by the Nivita laid down in the former text) ? Or 
is it not excluded, and there is combination of both ? 

(C) Similarly again, in connection with the Prqthya $adaha, we read— - 
make him eat honey or Clarified Butter * ; — in connection with the 
wever, it has been laid down that — ‘The Brdhmaxta should 
, the K§attriya upon barley-gruel and the Vaishya upon whey * ; 

is indicated by the General Law as applicable to the Prtfhya- 
re arises the question — Is all this laid down in the latter 
(by the Honey and Clarified Butter laid down in the former 
is it not set aside, and there is combination of both ? 
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On these questions, we have the following Purvapaksa—“ There should 
be exclusion of what is indicated by the General Law ; i.e. the Upahoma 
and other details which are themselves directly laid down by the texts 
should set aside those that come in only by the implications of the General 
Law. Further, all the details (directly laid down) bear the mark of being 
themselves ‘ Archetypes \ — such marks, for instance, as are indicated by the 
injunctive terms (A) \iuhoti \ (B) ‘ nivitah pracharanti ' and (C) ‘ dshayet '. 
Just as, in accordance with the injunction ‘The Reed is the grass used’ 
sets aside the Kusha [so should it be in the cases in question].” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta: There is to 

be no exclusion, there should be combination . — “ Why so ? Because the 
signs of the Archetype are not present ; — i.e. the Upahoma and the rest have 
no connection with any such effect as marks the Archetype. This con- 
nection is indicated in the following ways— (a) by direct declaration,— e.g. 
‘ The Charu is of Nivdra corn 5 Or (6) by enjoining a thing in the 
absence of something else,— e.g. ‘ Juhfm va . . . . na bahu vaclet . . 
madhvdshayet ghrtam va' ; — (e) Or by modification, — e.g. ‘ Nairrtashcharur- 
nakhdvaputandm ' [* Charu of rice unhusked by nails is fit for the Ninths'] ; 
—(d) Or by words directly expressive of the thing itself,— e.g. ‘ Should tie 
the animal to the Paridhi' ; — (e) Or by prohibition,— e.g. ‘One should not 
my gird gird, if one says gird gird, the Udgdtr will swallow him, therefore 
one should sing it by changing it into ird ird ' ;— (f) Or by means of some- 
thing else whereby one may feel that the purpose served by the Archetypal 
detail would be served. — Not one of these signs is present in the eases in 
question. But that does not lead to the exclusion of the details in question 
— on the ground that they come in only through the General Law while the 
others are enjoined directly ; because there is exclusion only when there are 
signs of the Archetype present, not otherwise. 

Says the Opponent — “It lias just been pointed out that signs of the 
Archetype are actually present, in the form of the terms— (a) ‘ Juhoti * 
(b) ‘ Nivitah pracharanti ' and (c) ‘ Ashayet 

The answer to this is as follows :— ( A) The H omas enjoined in the texts 
are Other than the Homos of the Archetype ; and as the Homa is always for 
the purpose of a transcendental result, how could it be known that this other 
Homa serves the same purpose as the Archetypal Homa ?— (B) Similarly 
the Upavita-mode serves a transcendental purpose ; how then could it be known 
that the Nivita serves the same purpose ?— (C) Similarly, the taking of food 
is for the purpose of sustaining life,— and it is known that this purpose is 
served by the eating of Honey and Clarified Butter.— Thus it is found that 
the signs of the Archetype are no* present. 

The following argument may be brought forward— “ The Upahoma 
are not distinct from the Archetypal Homas ; all that the text in question 
does is to lay down new Mantras for use at the same Archetypal Romas." 

This however is not true ; as there is no' injunctive word in the text. 
The text contains the words '* So' nujuhoti' (‘he offers the later oblations’), 
and after the sentence has been completed, there follows the declaration of 
a Mantra, and there is no such expression as that ‘ one should offer 
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the oblations with this Mantra ’ ; in fact, the sentences are distinct : 
4 So’nujuhoti ’ is a distinct sentence enjoining the Upahomas, and then come 
the totally different sentences — ‘ Agnaye svaha, Krttikabhyah svaha etc.*, 
wliich are Mantra-texts ; hence it is clear that the re-mention of the Romas 
is not for the purpose of enjoining the new Mantras to be used at .them. 
For the enjoining of the Roma, there would be Direct Assertion (in the 
sentence 1 So’nujuhoti ”), and for the enjoining of the 5. Mantra, there would 
be only Syntactical Connection ; — for this reason also the passage in question 
cannot be taken as enjoining the Mantras (to be used at the Archetypal 
Homas). Consequently, there should be combination (of both sets of Homas). 
As a matter of fact, both sets come in through valid means of knowledge- — 
Direct Declaration is a trustworthy means of knowledge, and so also is the 
General Law; and as the purposes served by them are totally different, 
there is no conflict between them (whereby one would set aside the other). 
Hence— -just as the Praydja and other details are not set aside (by the 
(Upahomas), so the Nari&ahomas also should not be set aside. — For these 
reasons we conclude that in all such cases the act in question shouM he an 
additional embellishment at the Retype. 

SUTRA (2). 

Where the signs of the Archetype are present, there should be 

A MODIFICATION, BECAUSE OF THE PROXIMITY OF THE 

Archetype. 

Bha§ya. 

It has been argued that — “Just as in the case of the assertion ‘the 
grass used consists of reeds ’, the Reeds set aside the Kusha, so should there 
be exclusion in the case in question also ’’.-—The answer to this is as follows ; 
—In the case of the Reeds, it is only right that there should be exclusion, 
beoause in that case the signs of the Archetype are present, through the term 
‘ barhih ’ ‘(‘ grass ’),— the sense being that the grass used may be such as is 
used at the Archetype (i.e. Kusha), or Reeds should be used in place of Grass . 
In the case in question, however, signs of the Archetype are not present; 
hence there is no analogy between the case in question and the case of grass. 


Or Sutra (2) may be taken as a distinct Adhikaraqa as follows— 

Adhikarana (2): The ‘ Kusha-grass* is set aside by the 
s Reed-grass 

[By second interpretation of Sutra (2).] 

There is the following declaration—* Somdraudram charum nirvapet 
krtfiamm wiHndm abhichamn ’ [wherein the performance of a malevolent. 
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Rite is laid down) ; in connection with this, we read—' The grass consists 
of Reeds ’. In regard to this, there arises the question— Is the Kusha- 
grass excluded or not ?— The Purvapak?a is that “there should be com- 
bination of both, as both are cognised by trustworthy means of knowledge ” 
—In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta Where the signs of 
the Archetype are present, there should be modification {Sutra 2). The sign of 
the Archetype is actually present here, in the shape of the term ‘ barhih » 
(‘grass’) ; hence the Archetypal accessory must be excluded. 


Or Sutra (2) may be explained as embodying the following Adhikarana— 

Adh i k ar awa (3): At the 4 V djapeya ’ the rumblings of the 
■ Chariot ’ and of the 4 Drum 9 set aside both the 
* Darbha 9 and the 4 Mantra \ 

[By third interpretation of Sutra (2).] 

There is the Vdjapeya sacrifice, laid down in the text— ‘Desiring 
self-sovereignty, one should perform the Vdjapeya sacrifice in the 
autumn ’ ; — in connection with this sacrifice, we read—' 1 Rathagho&na 
mdhendrasya stotramupdkaroti, dundubhighosena mdhendrasya stotramupa- 
karoti ’ [‘ Starts the Mdhendra hymn with the rumbling of the chariot, starts 
the Mdhendra hymn with the rumbling of the drum At the Archetype, 
this starting of the Hymn is done ‘ with two blades of Kusha-grass, with the 
Mantra, Vpdvartadhvam ’.—This latter is indicated by the General Law as 
coming into the Vdjapeya. 

In regard to this, there arises the question— Is the sound of the Chariot- 
rumbling pr drum-rumbling meant to exclude the Mantra (‘ XJpdvar- 
tadhvam ’), and the substance ( Chariot ) is to set aside the Kusha-blades ? 
Or are both together meant to set aside both together ? 

The Pwrvapak§a on this question is as follows : — “Inasmuch as both 
are sound, the rumblings exclude the Mantra,-— and as both are substance, the 
substance (Chariot) excludes the Kusha-blades. — Objection — ‘ In the term 
rathaghosa we have the Tatpuruqa compound, from which it follows that the 
mtha (Chariot) is mentioned only as qualifying the ghosa (rumbling), so 
that it is for the purpose of something else, and not for the purpose of any 
function of its own — Answer — W ords like those in question may also 
be taken as Dvandva ; in favour of which there is the following reason also : 
The Chariot will not have been mentioned for the purpose of something else; 

as in that case, the Direct Significance of the word would be abandoned, 
and recourse would be had to indirect indication, — and the presence of the 
signs of the Archetype would be militated against hence we conclude 
that the RumbUng excludes the Mantra and the substance excludes the Kusha- 
blades.” . 

In answer to thig, we have the following Siddhanta : — Where the signs 
of the Archetype are present, there should be modification ( Sutra 2). As a 
25 
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matter of fact, the signs of the Archetype are present in both together, not 
one by -one ; what is spoken of is the 4 rathaghosena ’ (‘ by the -rumbling of 
the Chariot’), not ‘ rathe na ghosena cha ’ (‘by the Chariot and by the 
rumbling ’ ) what marks the starting of the Hymn is the Rumbling qualified 
by the Chariot ; while at the Archetype, what marks it are the Kusha-biades 
as also the Mantra. 

Objection- — “ It has just been pointed out that ‘ rathaghosa ’ may be 
a Dvandva compound.” 

That cannot be; as in that case there should be the Dual ending 
(‘ rathagho§abhyam ’) ; while what we actually find is the Singular ending 
(‘ rathaghosena ’) ; hence the mark must be one only .; and that is the rumb- 
ling ; and it is' with that term that the Instrumental ending appears. 

Objection — “ The Instrumental ending may be taken as appearing 
with the composite (made up of the ratha and the ghosa).” 

That is not possible ; as no such composite is denoted by the word. 
Then again, if such a composite were spoken of,- — then you would have 
admitted the fact of the exclusion being done by both together. 

“Certainly the Mantra * Upavartadhvam ’ (which is not in the singular 
number) does actually point to a composite.” 

No, we reply ; because what the Mantra denotes is mere Updvartana 
(revolution) ; and certainly mere revolution is not the starting of the Hymn. 
Even if the said denotation were there, it would do the excluding, — Then 
again, that the starting should be done with the specified mark has been 
declared by Direct Assertion, while that it should be ddne with a Mantra 
is only indicated by the General Law ; and Direct Assertion is more authorita, 
tive than the implication of the General Law. 

From all this it follows that the Rumbling of the Chariot and the 
Rumbling of the Drum exclude both (the Mantra and the Kusha-grass). 

“ What wifi be the use of this discussion ? ” 

If the Chariot does not cpialify the rumbling , then any rumbling , even 
apart from the Chariot, would mark the starting of the Hymn. 



Adhikarana (4) : At the 1 Brhaspatisava ’ etc. the Gups 
dedicated to Indra-Vdyu etc. are to be combined 
with those dedicated to Brhaspati. 

SUTRA (3). 

In all cases, there should be declaration of additional 
cups, as at the Archetype. 

Bhdsya. 

(a) In connection with the Brhaspatisava, we read — ‘ Bdrhaspatyam 
graham grhnati, visuvatyarkam graham grhnati * [* He takes up the cup 
dedicated to Brhaspati , at the equinox he takes up the Arka cup — (6) In 
connection with the Mahdvrata, it is said * Shukragraham gfhiyiti ’ [‘ Takes 
up the cup dedicated to Shukra ’]. — (c) In connection with the Ashvamedha, 
it is said ‘ Saiiwrnardjatdbhyam mahimdnau grahau grhnati ' [‘Takes up 
two Mahiman cups of gold and silver’ J. — At the Archetypal sacrifice of 
which all these are ectypes, there are cups dedicated to Indra-Vdyu and other 
deities ; these latter are indicated by the general Law as coining in at the 
said Ectypes ( Brhaspatisava , etc,). 

There arises the question — Are these Archetypal Cups set aside by the 
Eotypal ones ? Or, they are not excluded, — there is combination of both 
sets ? 

The Purvapakga is as follows : — “ The Ectypal Cups are laid down directly 
by Veche texts, while the Archetypal ones come in only under the General 
Law ; the former therefore should set aside the latter ; specially as the 
sign of the Archetype is present in them, in the shape of the term ‘ Gup V’ 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta: — In every one of 
the cases cited, there should be additional naps} Le. the Archetypal Cups 
should not be excluded. — “Why so ? ” — Because both the sets are made 
known by trustworthy means of knowledge ; the General Law being a trust- 
worthy means of knowledge, and so also the Direct Assertion. — It might be 
argued that — “ the term ‘ cup ’ is the sign of the Archetype ”. — That is not 
so ; if the term ‘ cup ’ were uttered and then an accessory detail were laid 
down, then, it would be the Archetypal Cups alone that would be modified 
by that accessory. If a non-Cup were enjoined (predicated) in connection with 
the Gup, then that non-Cyp would serve the purposes of the Cup, and hence 
set aside the Archetypal Cup; as in the case of the assertion — ‘ The stake in 
the Threshing Yard is the Sacrificial Post ’ [where the purposes of the Post 
are served by .the Stake, which therefore sets aside the Post]. — In the case 
in question, however, the term ‘ graha ’ is totally different, signifying the 
act of holding,— in such sentences as ‘ Holds the graha (Cup) named Arka ’, 
‘Holds the Cups named Mahiman ’. Here the act of Bolding enjoined 
is one that has not been previously known ; — consequently the term ‘ grahg \ 


1804 


SHABARA-BHASYA I 


1 cup \ is not a sign of the Archetype. It is only when a number of things 
serve the same purpose that there is option or exclusion’, in the case in 
question, however, the Archetypal Cups do not serve the same purpose as 
the Ectypal ones. 

“But all the Cups serve the purpose of accomplishing the sacrifices, 
and in that sense they serve the same purpose.” 

The answer to this is as follows : — Towards the fulfilment of the sacrifices, 
all the Cups help collectively ; singly, each of them cannot accomplish the 
.sacrifices ; they are not related to the sacrifice severally — in the sense that 
• one should sacrifice with the Arlca Cup ’, or ‘ one should sacrifice with the 
Shukra Cup ’ ; what happens is that the passage declaring the entire sacrificial 
procedure includes all these Cups, — and of these, those alone that are in 
close proximity ; — and in regard to proximity, there is no difference among 
the Cups ; hence the declaration of procedure includes all the* Cups, Arche- 
typal as well as Ectypal ; — as in the case of the Archetype ; i.e. in regard 
to the Archetype, the holding of the Cups dedicated to Indra- Vdyu has 
been enjoined, — and yet again the holding of the Cup dedicated to Mitra- 
Varuna is enjoined, — and the distinction between these lies in the trans- 
cendental embellishment, and in the dedication to different deities; that 
this is so is due to the fact that the effect produced by them is not per- 
ceptible ; for which reason it cannot be perceived that the former serves the 
same purposes as the latter. Then again, inasmuch -as all the Cups are 
included under the declaration of the entire sacrificial procedure, it follows 
that there should be a combination of all, — not only with those dedicated 
to Mitra-Varuna and other deities, but also with the Armhu and the 
Addbhya, which latter are not mentioned in the same context. — In the 
same manner there should be combination of all at the Ectype also. 

Says the Opponent— “ What we find is that the Cup is mentioned and 
then its qualification is laid down — e.g. ‘at the Ashvamedha, the Cups are 
ot gold and silver V’ 

The answer to this is as follows : — The two Cups herein mentioned (as 
being of gold and silver) are not those relating to the Archetype ; in fact, the 
Cup and tile Action are distinct, in accordance with the Sutra 2. 2. 22. 

Says the Opponent — “ In that case, in the present instance, the sentence 
‘ Hold the Bdrhaspatya Cup ’ would come to serve the purpose of laying down 
the deity ( Brhaspati).'” 

Ansvoer — By taking the Cup as the thing enjoined, we accept Direct 
A ssertinn, while if we take the Deity as the thing enjoined, we accept 
Syntactical Connection *, and Direct Assertion is always more authoritative 
than Syntactical Connection. 

Says the Opponent — “ It would be as in the case of ‘ Agniya ’ ; just as in 
the case of the sentence ‘ At the Agnisjtut there are Agneya Cups \ it is the 
Deity that is taken to be the thing enjoined, — in the same manner, there 
would be injunction of the deity by the term ‘ bdrhaspatyam even though 
it in the Singular number,— as no significance attaches to the Number in 
such cases; for instance, in accordance with the sentence ‘ graham 
mnmarqti ’ (‘Washes the Cup’, where ‘Cup’, ‘Graham,’ is in the Singular 
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number), what to taken as laid, down to the making of all m Cups ■ i„ the 
Zcu~’ " qUeSti0a ' “ l8id dom *■ ‘ h » Deity of a, I 

The answer to thto fa that it has already been explained bv its being 
pointed out that Direct Assertion is more authoritative (than SyntaS 
Connection). As for the sentence ‘Agniya grahd bhavcmti ’ (‘The Cups are 

DtaT\ ’ r **“ eaae . Syntactioal Dooneotion to not inconsistent with 
Direct Assertion ; as in this case there is no such expression as ■ Aaniyam 
gmhamyrkiutli ( Holds the JLgniya Oup ’) ; so tliat in this ease it fa only 

t'onneetief T °‘ ““ bC tt88OTtod ‘trough Syntactical 

Connection, which is not inconsistent with Direct Assertion 

to /ZLS ‘ W y‘ '° U °7 that the ‘ Barhaspaiya Cup ' (the Cup dedicated 
to Byteapoh) is distinct from the Archetypal Cups, and to-combined with 
them. Just as at the Archetype,, in accordance with the sentence ' Holds 
the A jnshu. Holds the Adabhya ’-these two things (Amehu and Adabhya), 
though not appearing in the Context, are combined with those that do 
appear m the Context,— so in the case in question, the Ectvpal Cups should 
be combined (with the Archetypal ones). 


SUTRA (4). 

Also because there are instances of syntactical unification 
• WITH ADDITIONAL FACTORS. 

Bliapya. 

For the following reason also we conclude that there should be com- 
bination.— “ For what reason ? ’’—There is the case of the ‘ Wine-cups ’ 
where there is syntactical unification with the Wine-cups which are, beyond 
doubt, additional factors.— “ How so ? ’’—The passage is Saptadasha 
m graha grhyarde, dvaye prajdpatydh, Somagrahdh surdgrahashcha ’ 
[‘ Seventeen cups are held up, two sets are dedicated to Prajdpati, the 
Soma-cups and the Wine-cups ’] ; here the ‘Wine-cups’ are clearly 
additional, and in regard to these the ‘holding’ is enjoined (in this 
passage), not merely referred to ; the word ‘ Grhyante (‘are held’), 
even though mentioned once, is connected with the Soma-cups also ; hence 
there is no doubt that here we have a distinct injunction of the Cups ; and 
it may be the same in other cases also. 


SUTRA (5). 

Also because we find indicative texts. 

Bhasya. 

An indicative text also points to the same conclusion — “ What is that 
text? ‘ Viranyo va esa yajnalcratuh yad vdjapeya ativa hyagni$(omum 
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kram&yujcthyamatiqodashinam natirdtramapnoti ’ ; the term ‘ viranya ’ 
stands for ‘ extensive ’ j for when it is said .* vimnyani aranyani it is 
understood that ‘ the forests are extensive — It is only when there is com: 
bination that there can be this ‘extensiveness ’ ; it would not be possible 
if there were exclusion of anything. From this also it follows that there 
should be combination (of the two sets of Cups). ' 


Adhikaraija (5): At the ‘ Vajapeya’, the ‘animals dedi- 
cated to Prajapati ’ are to be combined with the 
‘ sacrificial animals \ 


SUTRA (6). 


In the case of the * animals dedicated to Pea jap at, ’ also • 
BECAUSE OF THE DECLARATION. 


Bhasya. 


There is the Vajapeya sacrifice, laid down in the text- ' Desiring 
self -sovereignty, one should perform the Vajapeya sacrifice’; at 
tins sacrifice there are animals dedicated to Prajapati ’, as declared in the 
text One should sacrifice seventeen animals dedicated to PrajOvatV — 
At the Archetypal sacrifice, there are certain ‘Sacrificial animals’ (the 
Agmya and the rest) ; and these are indicated by the General Law as coming 
“to Vajapeya.- Hence there arises the question— Are the SamfiAal 

ammals excluded by the • animals dedicated to Prajapati’ ! Or are they 
combined with them ? ^ 

■The Purvapaksa- is that “the animals dedicated to Prajapati have been 
directly enjoined (as to be sacrificed at the Vajapeya), and as such should 
exclude the Sacrificial animals which are only indicated by the General 
Law.” •; 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta :—In the case of the 
‘ animals dedicated to Prajapati ’ also, there should be combination —the 
particle * cha * signifies the connection of the present Sutra with the con- 
elusion of the preceding Adhikarana.-The ‘ Sacrificial ammals ’ are spoken 
of in the _ followin g text ' Brahmavadino vadanti nagnitfomo nokthyo na 
sodasM- ndtiratra iti ; atha kasmad vajapeyena sarve yajfiakratavo \aru- 
dhyante, pashubhiriti bruydt, yaddgneyam pashumdlabhate agnifiame. tend*- 
varundhe, aindragnenokthyam, aindrena ? odashinam, sdrasvatyd atirdtram' 
mamtyd b r hatslotram, etdvanto vai yajhakratavah, tan pashubhiravarundhe 
[ Teachers of Brahman. teach as follows~[At the Vajapeya) there is neither 
Agmstoma, nor Ukthya, nor $odashin, nor Atirdtra ; — if it is asked how all 
sacrificial performances are included under the Vajapeya, the answer should 
bo— Through the animals : when one sacrifices the animal dedicated to Agni 
thereby he takes in the Agnitfoma ; by the animal dedicated to Indra-Agni, 
he takes in the Ukthya ; by the animal dedicated to Indra, he takes in the 
Sodashin ; by the animal dedicated, to Sarasvati, he takes in the Atirdtra ; 
by the animal dedicated to the Maruts, he takes in the Brhatsiotra —only 
so many are the sacrificial performances, these become taken in by the Vdja- 
% peya, through the animals TWs. clearly shows that there should be 
combination. 


At: 
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“ What you have put forward is only an indicative text ; whafc is the 
reason ? ” 

The reason lies in the absence of the signs of the Archetype. 

“ But the term ‘ animal ’ is a sign of the Archetype.” 

Not so, we reply. In the text in question it is not the Deity that is 
enjoined (predicated) with reference to the animal ; because what is declared 
is the number ; hence from the declaration of the Number and the Deity, 
it follows that it is a distinct act that is spoken of here, in accordance with 
the principle laid down under jSutra 2. 2. 21. 

From all this it follows that as in the ease of the Cups, so in that of the 
animals also, there should be combination of both sets. 



Adhik ARANA (6) : At the ‘ SdhgraMni-Isti *■’*, the ‘ Anu- 

yajas 5 should be combined with the ‘ Amanahomas \ 

StJTRA (7). 

In the case of ‘ Amana ’ also ; because we find indicated 

TEXTS. 

Bhasya. 

There is the Sangrahani-Isti, laid down in the text— 4 Desii-ing a village, 
one should offer the Sdngrahanl to the Viahvedevas \ In connection with 
this, we read — 4 He pours three oblations with the Mantra, Amanamasyd 
devah \ — At the Archetype, there are three Anuyajas ; and these are 
admissible at the Sdngrahani, under the General Law. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Are the Anuyajas to be 
set aside by the Amana-homas ? Or are the two sets to be combined ? 

. The Piirvapahsa is as follows: — “The Amana-homas, being directly 
enjoined, should set aside the Anuyajas, which can eoncie in only by implica- 
tion (through the General Law) ; also because there is present the number 
‘ three ’ which is a sign of the Archetype.” 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhanta In the case of the 
Amana, there should be combination. — “ Why ? ” — Because a text clearly 
indicates this : The text is — 4 Bahirdtmd mi praydjanuyaja dtrnd devata yat 
praydjdnuyajdnam purastadva upariqtadva jvhuydt bahiratmdnam sajdta- 
ndmddadhita, atha yam madhyato juhoti tnadhyaia eva sajdtdndmdtmdmm. 
•dhatte ’ ; — this clearly shows that the Anuyajas are not to be excluded. — 
“ But the number ‘ three’ is there as the sign of the Archetype”. — Not so, 
we reply ; it is not possible for any accessory to be enjoined with reference 
to a mere number ; because there is nothing to which some sort of number 
does not belong. Hence the mere number cannot be regarded as a sign of 
the Archetype. 

44 You have pointed out an indicative text ; please point out some 
direct authority for it.” 

Answer — The presence of the oblation is stated by Direct Assertion 
in the text 4 Pours the oblations ’ ; the Mantra to be used is indicated by 
Syntactical Connection ; and the mention of the number 4 three ’ comes in 
as a mere reference ; so that what are enjoined by the text in question are 
distinct sacrifices with a definite number and a definite Mantra ; and as all 
these are vouched for by trustworthy means of knowledge, it is only right 
that these should be combined. 


Adhikaeana ( 7 ) : At the 4 Mahdvrata 5 £&ere should he 

combination of the ‘ Upagana (Music) of the Ladies 5 
' tvith the ‘ Music of the Priests’. 

SUTRA (8). 

[I^RVAPAK§A]— “ IN THE CASE OF ‘UPAGANA IT SHOULD BE AS IN THE 
CASE- OF THE ‘ B.EED BECAUSE THE SIGN OF THE 

Archetype is present.” 



In connection with the Mahdvrata, we read — ‘ Patnya upagayanti, 
pichchholabhirupagayanti, Randamnadibhirupagayanii, dpdtalikabhirupa- 
qdyantV The Ladies set up the music, etc. etc.] at the Archetype, ‘ the 
Priests set up the music * ; — and this music of the Priests ’ becomes 
admissible in the Mahdvrata by virtue of the General Law. 

Now there arises the . question— When the Ladies set up the music, 
do- they set aside the Priests setting up the music ? — Or not ? 

The first point to be considered is— Does this ‘upagana' (‘Music 5 ) 
here .stand for the song-music (vocal music) or for the instrument s-music 
(instrumental music) l — Then also there is a further question— Does ‘ song- 
musie * stand for the music of the song, or for the song itself constituting the 
Music 1 ’ .. • 

The Purvapakqa view on the main question is as follows : — “ What comes 
from the Archetype is set aside ; hence we explain the term ‘ song-music ’ 
as the music of the song ; when the Ladies sing, they Swell the music of the 
singers ; the singing is already known as coming from the Archetype, it is 
only the swelling of the music that is laid down by the text in question (in 
connection with the Ectype) as denoted by the prefix ( l upa' in the verb 
‘ UpagdyantP), hence the term ‘ song-music ’ stands for the music of the song. 
— Or the song itself may be taken as the ‘ music ’ ; the term * singing ’ is 
well known as meaning the singing by the mouth ; hence the song itself is meant 
to be the ‘music * here ; or, as shown before, it may mean the music of the song. 
Whichever of these two views be accepted, in either case, the Ladies do the 
work of the Priests ; hence, on account of the presence of the sign of the Arche- 
type, what is laid down directly sets aside what comes in through the General 
Law ;—~as in the case of the Reed ; just as in the case of the text ‘ the grass 
consists of Reeds \ the Reeds, being directly laid down, set aside the Kusha- 
grass, which can come in only through the General Law ; — so should it be in 
the case in question also.” 
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SUTRA (9). 


[Siddhanta] — In pact, on account op superpluonsness, it 

SHOULD BE ADDITIONAL. 


The particle ‘ tu ’ in fact ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above. 

There is to be no exclusion; there should be combination. Hence 
we offer the following explanation — the music meant is that of the instru- 
ments ; at the sacrifice in question there are several musical instruments, as 
described in the texts ‘ Drums are rumbling on all sides, etc. etc. ’ ; and the 
music of these instruments is the ‘ music of the instruments — -How so ? — 
The conjugational ending directly connotes the presence of what is denoted 
by the verbal root ; — and what is denoted by the prefix is farther off, and 
hence weaker in its application. Hence the injunction of the presence of 
what is denoted by the prefix is set aside by the injunction of the presence 
of what is denoted by the verbal root. — Or, the instrument itself may be 
regarded as meant by ‘music’ here; what the text says is— ‘The Ladies 
set up the music, they set up the music with the Kanda-vlnd and other 
instruments ’ ; so that the music (Upagana) that is set up is that of the 
Kanda-vina and other instruments. As a matter of fact, the term ‘ gdna' 
(lit. singing) is often applied to the music of the stringed instruments ; hence 
the music meant here by ‘ Upagana ’ is that of the instruments. This term 
* music of the instruments ’ may mean the music produced by the instruments 
or the music in the form of the instruments themselves ; in either case, this 
Upagana is something different from what is done at the Archetype. Hence 
there should be combination of both.—** Why ? ” — Because of superfluous- 
ness ; i.e. in this way the General Law does not become superfluous,— i.e. 
it becomes honoured. 

From all this we conclude that there should be combinatiop in the 
case in question. 




Adhikarana (8) : At the ‘ A hjaridbhyahjana 5 sacrifice , the 
‘ anointing with Butter ’ s/towM be combined with 
the ‘anointing with Gum-resin \ 

SUTRA (10). 

AT THE EMBELLISHMENT ALSO [THEBE SHOULD BE COMBINATION] ; . 

BECAUSE OF THE CONNECTION OF ANOTHEB. 

BM§ya. 

There is the Anjanabhyanjana-sacrifice lasting for forty -nine days; in 
that connection, we read — ‘ At the morning-extraction, they anoint 
and re-anoint with gum-resin, at the midday-extraction, with the resin of 
the PUu-tree, at the third extraction, with perfumes \ — At the Archetype, 
the anointing is done with Butter ; and this becomes admissible at the 
sacrifice in question, under the General Law. 

There then arises this question — Is this latter ‘re-anointing with 
Butter ’ set aside by the anointing with substances laid down in connection 
with the Ectype ? — Or not ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows “ Inasmuch as in connection with the 
Ectype, the anointing and re-anointing with the substances there men- 
tioned have been laid down directly by. the text, — and as the sign of the 
Archetype is present,— there must be exclusion. — Objection — ‘ At the Sattm, 
the anointing and re-anointing are done at the time of the extraction, — 
at the Archetype, the re -anointing with Butter is done at the time of the 
Initiation; — thus the two appearing at different times, and serving two 
distinct purposes, there can be no exclusion ’.—Answer — As in the case of 
the Prayaja, so here also, though appearing at different times, the two 
must be regarded as serving the same purpose ; the time alone is different, 
the act remains the same ; for instance, when it is said * Tiqthamtwn pashum 
prayajanti the Praydjas that are performed while the animal is standing are 
found to serve the same purpose as at the Archetype; similarly should it 
be in the case in question also.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta : — At the embellish- 
ment, of anoiuting and re-anointing, there should be combination with 
the Archetypal detail. — ” Why ? ” — Because of the connection of cmother ; it 
appears at a different time, and serves another purpose. By so doing, we 
shall be honouring the General Law. — From all this we conclude that there 
should be combination. 
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SUTRA (11). 


It should be like the Prayaja ”, if this is urged 

[then the answer is as in the next Sutra]. 


This argument has been put forward by the Purmpaksin 
be refuted [and this is done in the following Sutra ] — ■ 


SUTRA (12). 


BECAUSE THE PURPOSE SERVED IS DIFFERENT. 


It cannot be as in the case of the Prayaja . — “ Why ? ” — Became the 
purpose served is different ; at first the Butter is used for the anointing for 
the purpose of securing easy movement; after the proceedings have begun, 
later on, at tbe time of extraction, there is re-anointing with gum-resin ; 
and this is clearly seen to serve the purpose of removing roughness ; 
and thus, as serving an entirely distinct purpose, it cannot set aside the 
former Archetypal anointment with Butter. 


Adhikarana (9) • At the 4 AT ahavpata , there is comhina- 
tion of the 4 New cloth ’ with the 4 Tdrya 5 {Butter- , 
besprinkled Blanket). 

StJTRA (IS) . 

[P0rvapak§a]— “ Inasmuch as both serve the same purpose— as 

REGARDS THE DRESS, THERE SHOULD. BE MODIFICATION OF WHAT 

is T.ATT) down in connection with the Archetype.” 

Bhasya . 

In connection with the Mahdvrata we read — ‘ The Sacrificer puts on 
the Butter-besprinkled Blanket, and the Lady puts on the Kusha-eloth -5 ; 
—at the Archetype ‘ he puts on unworn (new) cloth ’ ; and this latter becomes 
admissible at the Mahavrata under the General Law. 

Thus there arises the question — Is the * new cloth ’ to be excluded or 
not ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows “ In regard to the dress there shoidd he 
modification of what has been laid down in connection with the Archetype.— 
Why ? — Because they serve the same purpose ; there is the same purpose 
of covering the loin -slip that is meant to be served by what has been laid 
down in connection with the Archetype, as also by what has been laid down 
in connection with the Ectype ; — and at the Archetype, as well as at the 
Ectype, it is this covering that is done. Hence what comes in by virtue of 
the General Law should be set aside by what has been laid down directly 
by a text.” . 

SUTRA (14). 

[SiddhInta]— In reality, it should be an addition ; BECAUSE the 

PURPOSES SERVED ARE DIFFERENT. 

Bhasya. 

The term * va ’ (‘in reality ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above. . 

It should he an addition ; what is laid down in connection with the 
Eotjrpe should be in addition to the Cloth laid down in connection with the 
Archetype. — “ Why ? Because one thing sets aside the other when, 

without setting aside this latter, it cannot come in ; that which can come in 
without setting aside the other, does 'not set aside this latter ; if that were 
to set it aside, then it would fye rejecting what is indicated by the General 
Law, even when this latter is not inconsistent or incompatible. 

Objection — “But the word ‘puts on ’ is used in the sense of covering 
the loin-slip ; so that the purpose served in both cases cannot be different.” 
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Answer—- It is not so ; the word ‘ puts on ’ is used in connection with 
the upper garment also ; for instance, it is said ‘ he puts on the blanket’, 

■ be puts on the skin of the Rum-deer ’ ; in fact the etymological meaning 
of the word 'paridhatte' (puts on) is ‘ wears all round From this it 
follows that there should be no exclusion of the * new cloth — there should 
be combination of both (‘ new cloth ’ and ‘ butter -besprinkled blanket ’). 

SUTRA (15). 

There is a text also that indicates the said combination. 
Bhasya. 

Ry rising the term ‘ cloth ’ (‘ vdsas ’) in the plural in the following texts, 
it is indicated that there should be combination of both— (a) ‘Vdsamsi 
varcthi chopanahau vimunchati — (6) ‘ Kr§tMvi§dnayd vdsamsi vibhram- 
sayati, tato'dhvaryuh paridhatle ’. — From this also we conclude that there 
is to be no exclusion , there should be combination. 



Adhikabaija (10) : At the Mahdvrata 5 the * 5 

' other Sdmans are to be combined with . the i Maihaniara s 
and other Sdmans. 

SUTRA (16), 

In the case of S a mans, it should b® understood that thebe is 

TO BE NO MODOTCATION, BECAUSE OF THE MENTION OF ENTIRELY. 

DIFFERENT THINGS. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Mahavmta, we read — ‘ Shlokena pumstdi sadasah 
stuvate, anushlokena pashchdt sadasah, krauncMna chMvalamavSk§awidnah r 
[‘ He singe the Shloka-sdman before the Assembly, — the A nush loka-sdman 
behind the Assembly, — and with the Krauncfya-saman, while looking at the 
hole in the ground’]. — At the Archetype, there are other Stimam, which 
also are admissible at the Mahdvrata by virtue of the General Law. 

Thus there arises the question-— Is there to be exclusion of the Arche- 
typal Sdmans ? Or is there to be no exclusion, there is to be combination l 
The Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ Inasmuch as the sign of tho 
Archetype is present, in the shape of the word * stuvate, ’ (‘ sings ’), and it 
has been directly declared, — the Archetypal Sdmans should be excluded. 
Just as in the case of the assertion — ‘ Kautsam bhavati, Kdnvam bhavati, 
Vaahiqthasya janilre bhavatah, Shuddhashuddhiye, bhavatah, Bhargayashdsl 
bhavatah, Krauhchani bhavanti ’, when all these are directly laid down, those 
that could- have come in by virtue of the General Law become excluded, — - 
so should it be in the ease in question also.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnia : — In the case of 
Sdmam , — such as are prescribed in such texts as ‘ They sing the Shloka-sdman 
before the Assembly’, — being directly laid down, it should be understood 
that there should be no modification — of the Archetypal Sdmans. — “ Why ? ” — 
Because of the mention of entirely different things ie. in the sentences 
‘ They sing before the Assembly * and the like, we find the Sdman mentioned 
as connected with an entirely different thing. When one word is con- 
nected with another as its qualification, it cannot become connected with 
any other word, so long as it remains mentioned only once; — e.g. in the 
expression ‘ Bhdryd rdjnah puruqo devadattasya if 1 rdjnah ’ is taken as 
uttered to qualify ‘ bhdryd \ then it cannot be connected again with the 
term ‘ puru§ah \ Similarly, Iwhen a thing has been connected with the 
sentence * purastdt sadasah stuvate it cannot be connected again with the 
■ sentence * ShloMna stuvate ’. — If it is the presence of the place of the Stuti 
that is taken to be enjoined (by the sentence), — and the mention of t Shloka r 
is only by way of reference , — then, in that case, the whole could be 
taken as one sentence (syntactically connected). But if the presence of the* 
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place has been enjoined, then the sentence is already complete ; and in that { 

case ‘ Shlokena cha • (‘ With the shloka-saman’) has got to be enjoined ; and 

for this purpose the injunctive affix has to be brought into the mind f 

and for bringing it into the mind, it should be pronounced ; — but as a matter S 

of fact, we do not find it so pronounced ; hence either it should be assumed, 

even though not pronounced,— or the pronouncing also should be assumed ; " | 

and if this were assumed, it would be contrary to the actual words of the 

text.— Hence we conchide that the above explanation is not possible.— What * | 

then ? — What is enjoined by Direct Assertion is the as qualified by the | 

place ( before the Assembly) and the Saman (‘ shloha ’) ; and when one con- f 

nection of the things has been enjoined and the sentence completed, — it 

cannot be necessary to assume another Syntactical Connection; so that | 

when the Stuti qualified by two qualifications has been enjoined by Direct 5 

Assertion, then the Syntactical Connection has become complete, — and it is 1 

not necessary to assume any other Syntactical Connection,— for which purpose 

it could be pronounced twice.— From, all this we conclude that the sentence j 

in question lays down an additional Stuti and the Archetypal Stuti does not I 

become excluded. I 

SUTRA (17). 

When any other thing is not spoken of, there is modification 
of the Archetypal detail, because it is subsidiary. 

Bhdsya. 

It lias been argued that the Archetypal detail is excluded in the case 
of such sentences as ‘ Kauisam bhavati, etc. etc.’. — This has to be refuted ; 
this refutation is as follows : — In the instance cited, it is only right that the 
Archetypal detail is excluded ; because in this any other thing is not found 
mentioned, — what is found mentioned is subsidiary to the Archetypal detail, 

— hence it is only natural that the Archetypal detail should be set aside by 
the Ectypal detail which is directly laid down. — In the case in question 
however, another thing is found mentioned ; hence in order to avoid 
syntactical split, there should be no exclusion of the Archetypal detail, as has 
been explained above. I 



Or, Sutra (17) may be explained as embodying the following separate 
Adhikarana — 


Adhik ARANA (11): In some Ectypes, the Archetypal Samans 

are excluded by ‘ Kautsa 5 and other Samans. 

Bhdsya. 

Somewhere we read — ■ Kautsam bhavati ..... Krauhchdni bhavanti 
where so .many distinct Samans are mentioned as coming in; in connection 


at the Eetype also, in. accordance with the General Law,— The question then 
arises— Are 'these latter excluded, or not ?— The Purvapahm is as follows— 
“ There is no exclusion, there is* combination. — Why ? — Because all that is 
enjoined in the sentence in question is mere Sdman, and there is no sign of 
the Archetype in the form of the word ‘ stuvate’ ; hence there should be 
combination.” 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta : — 

SUTRA (17). 

In reality, when any other thing is not spoken of, there is 

MODIFICATION OF THE ARCHETYPAL DETAIL, BECAUSE 
IT IS A SUBSIDIARY. 



The term ‘ tu ’ (‘ in reality ’) implies the rejection of the above view. — 
Even when another thing is not mentioned, there should be modification of 
the Archetypal detail ; because at the Archetype the Sdman is a subsidiary ; 
— and the text in question also mentions & Sdman ; — hence by virtue of the 
common character <of ‘ Sdman the latter can very well be used for the 
purposes for which the Sdman is used (at the Archetype). For instance, 
when it is said — ‘ Here are Curds, Clarified Butter, Vegetables, and Rice, — 
feed Devadatta, — and like Devadatta, feed Yajnadatta also, with oils — 
though it is not said in so many words that the oil is to be used for lubricat- 
ing the food, yet it is for that purpose alone that the oil is used, because 
it is capable of doing that only in the same maimer, even though it has 
not been, said in so many words that the Rk- verse is to be embellished 
by the Sdma-music, yet the only purpose that the Sdman is capable of 
serving, and for serving which it is used, is the embellishing of the #k-verse. 


Adhik ARANA (12): The 1 Kautsa ’ and other Sdmans 
exclude the Archetypal Sdmans in a restricted 
manner . 

SUTRA (18). 

[Pubvapaksa] — “ (Thebe should be exclusion) of all; because 

THEBE IS NO DISTINCTION.” 

Bhasya. 

Somewhere we read — ‘ Kautsam bhavati — Kanvam bhavati — Vashi§- 
thasya janitre bhavatah — Shuddhashuddhiye bhavatah. — Bhargayashasi 

bhavatah — Krctunchani bhavanti ’.—In connection with the Archetype, there 
are other Sdmans, which are indicated by the General Law as finding place 
in the Ectype also. — We have understood that the former set of £ Kautsa, 
etc.’ set aside the Archetypal Samans, 

Now there arises the question — Do all the Ectypal details set aside 
all the Archetypal ones ? Or is it that one out of the Ectypal Samans 
sets aside one Archetypal Saman and two Ectypal Sdmans shall exclude 
two of the Archetypal ones and more than three (several) Ectypal ones shall 
exclude more than two Archetypal ones ? 

The Purvapak$a is as follows: — “All exclude all.— Why ? — Because 
there is no distinction ; there is no peculiarity whereby it could be understood 
that ‘ this excludes that, nothing else’. Hence we conclude that all exclude 
all.” 

StJTRA (19). 

[Siddhanta] — In beality, thebe is exclusion of one only (by one) ; 

BECAUSE OF THE FOBOE OF THE VEDIO TEXT ; AND THEBE IS NO 
MODIFICATION OF THE (BEST OF THE) AbCHETYPAL ONES. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not true that all Ectypal Samans exclude all Archetypal ones ; 
in fact, one excludes one, two exclude two, and several (more than two) 
exclude several. — Why ? — Became of the force of the Vedic text : In the c'ase 
of the clauses * Kautsam bhavati ’, * Kanvam bhavati ’ (in each of which 
only one Soman is mentioned), each of these texts, having brought about 
each of the Archetypal ones, has its purpose fulfilled and thereby it 
proves its utility } — in the case of the clauses ‘ Vashisthasya janitre bhavatah ’, 
‘ ShuddhdshuddMye bhavatah ’, and ‘ Bhargayashasl bhavatah ’ (each of which 
speaks of two Samans), when each of these couples has excluded two 
of the Archetypal Samans, its force has been duly fulfilled ; — and lastly, in the 
case of the clause ‘ Krauhchdni bhavanti ’ (where a plurality of Samans is 


spoken of), this text has its force duly fulfilled by the exclusion of three 
Archetypal Samans by three of those spoken of. — If on the mention of one, 
only one is excluded, then the number of the Ectypal Samans becomes 
equal in number to the number that has been admitted at the Archetype. 

“ What would be the effect of this 1 ” 

The effect would be this that there would be no modification of the 
rest of the Archetypal ones i.e. the rest of the Archetypal Samans would 
be admitted (at the Ectype), and to that extent, the General Law would 
be obeyed. — From all this it follows that one excludes one, two exclude two, 
and many exclude many. 


Adhikarana (13) : (a) At sacrifices where the 4 Stomas 5 
are augmented, the Archetypal Saman is not excluded ; 

{ h ) At those where the 1 Stomas ’ are not 
augmented the A rchetypal Saman is 
excluded . 

SUTRA (20). 

Where there is augmentation of ‘ Stoma ’, there -should be 

ACCRETION (COMBINATION) ; WHERE THERE IS NO INCREASE (OF 

‘Stoma’) there should be modification of the 
thing; specially because the other has 

NOT BEEN ASSERTED. 

Bhasya. 

There are certain, sacrifices at which the Stomas are augmented, and 
there are some at which the Stomas are not augmented ; — these have been 
mentioned in the following text — ‘With twenty-one Atirdtras one should 
sacrifice for one desiring offspring ; with twenty -seven, for one who desires 
energy ; with thirty -three, for one who desires a good standing ’ ; and again, 
‘There are thirty -two Pavamdnas at the Abhis&chariiya ’ ; — ‘ There are nine 
Rdjasamans, eleven Rdjasamans, two Balaughashravas, two VasM^ha's 
Janitras, — these they call Sdkampravedanas, the Shuddhashxtddhi, and 
both the Samshravopapada * ; again, ‘In the Rathahavirdhana, of the Punah - 
stoma sacrifice’, also ‘the Apachitivatis of the Punahstoma sacrifice’-; ‘the 
middle Savana of the Punahstoma has been declared to be twelve; at the 
other two Savanas, the number of Stomas should be nineteen — In all this, 
in some cases we find the Archetypal number of Stomas augmented, while 
in others it is reduced. 

Now, there arises the question— When there is augmentation or reduc- 
tion at the .Ectype, do the Archetypal Sdmans become excluded ? Or are 
they excluded where there is reduction, and not excluded where thero is 
augmentation ? 

The Purvapahsa is as follows — “In both cases there is to be exclusion 
(of the Archetypal Sdmans ) ; because what is admissible only by virtue of 
the General Law is always set aside by what has been directly laid down ; 
and it is only when the new Sdmans would come in that their existence 
would be justified.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — • Where thero is 
augmentation of Stoma, there should be no exclusion, but accretion (combina- 
tion). — “ Why ? ” — It is going to be explained under Sutra 10. 5. 23, that 
the number of Sdmans is made up by introducing additional Sdmans ;■ — in 
this way the General Law would be followed.- — Where, on the other hand, 



there is no augmentation, the Archetypal Samans should be excluded ; 
that much of the Archetypal Samans should be excluded whose exclusion 
would make up the requisite number, and the rest should be those same that 
are connected with the Archetype. — “ Why ? ” — Became the other has not 
been asserted ; the other is not found to be laid down ; i.e. it is not laid down 
that ‘ there must be introduction of new Samans ’, all that is laid down is 
the number (of the Samans to be used). — From all this it follows that in 
cases where there is augmentation of Stomas, there is no exclusion of the 
Archetypal Saman, while in cases where there is reduction of Stomas , just so 
many may be excluded as may be necessary. — As for the argument that 
“ the existence of the Samans would be justified ”, — we may let the area 
(the Smrti-ralQ) be set aside by the General Law ; what is laid down in the 
Smrti is a" mere subsidiary in general, while what comes in by the General 
Law is a particular subsidiary. [Read — 1 Qunamatramdr§am, vishista- 
gunashchodakah ’, as in manuscript 0,] 





Adhikarana ( 14 ): The ’ avapa ’ {Inclusion) and *ud- 

vdpa ’ ( Exclusion ) of the Samans pertaining to the 
sacrifices with augmented and reduced 1 Stomas 5 
is to he done in the Pavamdna-hymn. 

SUTRA (21). 

They must be in the ‘ Pavamana as it is therein that 

‘ INCLUSION ’ AND * EXCLUSION ’ ARE EOUND (MENTIONED). 

Bhdsf/a. 


The subject -matter of enquiry here are those sacrifices in which there 
is an augmentation of Stomas, as also those in which there is a reduction 
of them,— -those same that have been dealt with in the foregoing Adhikarana. 
In connection with them we have understood that there is non-exclusion 
(of the Archetypal Samans) in those sacrifices in which there is an augmenta- 
tion of Stomas , and there is exclusion of them in those in which there is 
reduction of Stomas. 

Now there arises the question— Are the said ‘inclusion’ and ‘ex- 
clusion’ to be done to any hymn one chooses ? Or should they be done in 
the Pavamana hymn only ? 

The Purvapakqa is that — “ Inasmuch as there is no ground for making 
a discrimination, they may be done anywhere one chooses.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta The ‘ inclusion ’ 
and ‘ exclusion ’ should be done in the Pavamana. — Why ? — Because it is 
in this that they are found mentioned, in the following textr— ‘ There are 
three bellies of the Sacrifice — the Gayairl, the Brhatl and the Anuglup, it is 
in these that they include and exclude ’ [and these metres are found in 
the Pavamana hymn only]. 

Objection — “ This is a mere indication, point to some direct reason.” 

The answer is as follows- — 


S0TRA (22). 


There are texts alone (put forward), because the subject is 

SOMETHING NEW. 

Bhasya. 

% :|> !;■ | ■ ■ ■ ; . . ■ ■; ' 

Tt is because there is no reason (or argument) that we are putting for- 
ward texts only. 

For these reasons we conclude that the ‘inclusion’ and ‘exclusion’ 
are to be done in the Pavamana hymn only. 



Adhik arana (15) : In connection with sacrifices, the Deity 
must be indicated by means of that name which occurs 
in the Injunction of the Sacrifice. 


SUTRA (23). 

IN THE MATTER OF THE MANTRA (INDICATING THE DEITY), IT SHOULD 

BE DONE BY MEANS OF THE TERM THAT IS CONTAINED IN THE 

Injunction; as -it is by that term that there 

HAS BEEN INJUNCTION. 

Bhdsyct. 

There are the Darslm-Puniamasa sacrifices, laid down in the text— 
‘ Desiring heaven, one should perform the Daraha -Puniamaaa sacrifices ’ ; in 
connection therewith, we read— ‘ On the Moonless and Full-moon days, 
one may not fail in offering a cake baked upon eight pans, dedicated to 
Agni ’. — Of this deity Agni, there are several names — ‘ Agni \ * Shuchi \ 
‘ Pavaha * Dhumaketu ’ ‘ Krshdnu Y ‘ Vaishvanara ‘ Shdn$ilya * and so 
forth. 

There arises the following question— In the Mantra-texts indicating the 
deity (Agni), should the Deity be mentioned by any one of its several names ? 
Or only by that one name ‘ Agni ’ which occurs in the injunction of the 
offering ? 

The Purvapahsa is as follows : — “ It may be mentioned by any one of 
the names. — Why ? — -Because all that is meant to be conveyed is the idea 
of the deity Agni ; i.e. the Cake has to be connected with the deity Agni ; — 
the Deity is to be one that is Agni it is Agni who is to be referred to at 
the time of making the offering now this Deity should be mentioned by 
a word that may be capable of signifying it — any one of the several names 
is capable of signifying the Deity; — hence we conclude that in the Mantra- 
texts speaking of the Deity, it may be mentioned by any one of the names.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta : — The Deity must 
be referred to by the name ‘ Agni * alone, which is what occurs in the 
Injunction, — and. not by any other of the names, ‘ Shuchi ’ and the rest.— 
“Why?” — Because the injunction is by that name ; i.e. the connection 
between the Deity with the offering has been declared by means of that 
name. — “ How so ? ” — When the Injunction speaks of the Oake being made 
‘ Agneya ’ (‘dedicated to Agni’) what is meant is that Agni should-, be 
made its ' Deity ’. 
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“ What do you mean by ‘ Deity ’ ? ” 

There is one opinion that by the term ‘deity’ we understand those 
beings, Agni and the rest, who are described in Itihasas and Pur anas as 
living in Heaven. 

Against this opinion there is this that, under that view Ahah, Shardula J 

and the like could not be included under the term— [and yet these have been I 

declared to be Defies of certain offerings].— And terms denoting time are f 

found to be spoken of as ‘ Deity ’, in such texts as— ‘ This is an offering to J 

Raid (Time) ‘ the Masct (Month) is the Deity ‘ Samvatsara (Year) is the f 

Deity | 

The other opinion is that — “by the term 'devata' (‘Deity’) are 
meant just those to whom the name ‘Deity’ has been applied in the j 

Mantra and Brdhmana texts, such as — ‘ Agni is the Deity — Vdta is the Deity, f 

— Surya is the Deity, — Chandrama is the Deity,” f 

Under this view also, Ahah and the rest do not become included tinder | 

the term. Further, inasmuch as the generic name ‘ Deity ’ being scarcely 
used in common parlance, the meaning of the term would always remain 
unknown (if its denotation were to rest entirely upon Mantra and BrShsnagux 
texts). 

For these reasons we conclude that Deifies are those who are Suhta- 
hhdk (to whom Hymns are addressed) and Havirbhdk (Recipients of offerings). 

“ Who are ‘ Suktabhak ’ ? ” . 


Those to whom hymns like the following- are addressed — ‘ Imam stoma - 



marhate , etc vayantava ’ (Rg-Veda) — and ‘ Havirbhak ’ are those 

who are mentioned as the recipients of offerings, in texts like — ‘ Agneya- 
mastakapalam nirvapet ’ (‘One should offer the cake baked on eight pans, 
to Agni ’) ; ‘ Agnisomiyamekadmhakapdlam 5 (‘ One should offer the cake 
baked upon eleven pans, to Agni -Soma ’). 

Says the Opponent — “ If recipients of offerings are ‘ Deities ’, then, 
even Pans are ‘Deities’ ; as these also (containing the offerings) are ‘re- 
cipients of offerings’.” 

To meet this, that ‘recipient of offerings ’ should be the ‘ Deity’ for whose 
sake the offering is made.— Similarly with ‘ Suktabhak ’, [it being that to 
whom Hymns are meant to be addressed]. In this sense we find the term 
‘ Dewtd ’ (‘Deity’) used, in such expressions as- — ‘ Agnidevatyam suktam ' 
[‘Hymn addressed to Agni ’] ; in the same way we have the expression 
‘ Agnidevatyam havih * [* the offering to Agni ’]. Similarly with such expres- 
sions as ‘ Aiithidevatyam ’ ( ‘ offered to the guest’), ‘ PUrdevatyam ’ [‘offered 
to Pit? s ’]. — Thus the character of ‘ Deity ’ becomes applicable to all those 
beings that are spoken of as those to whom anything is offered, — be they 
corporeal or incorporeal, sentient or insentient ; — and in this way the use 
of the generic term * deity ’ would also become explicable. 

“ What if it is so f ” 

If it is so, then that being becomes the * Deity ’ of an offering, by whose 
name the Sacrificer makes the determination ‘I shall present the offering 
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SHABARA-BHl§YA : 


5 * If that be 30, then naturally, the Deity Agni may be mentioned by 
any one of its several names.” 

The answer to this is as follows : — This would be so if the term ‘ agni * 
were meant to be uttered for the purpose of bringing about the notion of agni , 
Fire, — and this thing, Fire, also were meant to be connected with the offering. 
As a matter of fact, however, in the case in question, the term ‘ agni ’ is 
not prono un ced for the purpose of bringing about the notion of the thing. 
Fire ; it is only when the purpose in view is meant to be served by the 
thing , that the word is used for bringing about the notion of that thing; 
in a case however, where there is no need for the thing, — -and where the 
purpose is meant to be served by the word only, it is the word alone whose 
idea should be brought about for that purpose. — Then again, it is not in its 
material form that the Deity helps the accomplishment of the sacrifice,-— it 
does so in its verbal form; just as the Adhvaryu helps it with his hands, 
so the Deity helps it with the name. Just as when, in accordance with the 
injunction- — * FLotuh panam dvirlepenopastmati though the action bears 
directly upon his hands, yet it is the Hot? priest himself that is regarded as 
helping the sacrifice, — in the same manner, even though help is rendered 
by the Deity through the name connected with itself, yet it is the Deity 
itself that is regarded as helping the sacrifice. So that, even though what is 
enjoined is the Deity as helping the sacrifice,' yet what enters into the consti- 
tution of the sacrifice is the word (name, connected with the “Deity). — Thus 
then, the word (‘ agni ’) is not pronounced for the purpose of bringing about 
the notion of the thing denoted by it. Fire. ' Nor would it be right to take the 
word as denoting the thing and then, through that denotation, to supply 
the name itself. As that would involve an indication per indication (a very 
complicated process). What happens really is that it is the word (name) - 
that is connected with the offering, and through its connection with the 
name, the thing (Fire) also comes to be recognised as the Deity. So that the 
Deity is that being whose name is connected with the offering in the sense 
that the offering is intended for it ; and the act is recognised as being done 
in reference to the thing denoted (Fire), only when it is found that it is not 
possible for the offering to reach the word. In the case in question, however, 
it is possible for the action to take place in reference to the Word itself. 
Hence we conclude that the word is not pronounced for the purpose of 
bringing about the notion of the thing denoted (Fire). This is what has 
been thus explained by the Vrttikara — 1 The notion of the thing denoted is 
not preceded by the word; hence the existence of the thing is established 
(as apart from the word) ’. — Thus then, the connection of the offering being 
with the word ‘ agni there can he no possibility of the use of ‘ Shuchi ’ 
and the other names of Fire. Hence when the Mantra comes to indicate 
the Deity, it must make use of that word which occurs in the Injunction. 

Says the Opponent — “In that case it is the word that becomes the 
Deity.” 

Answer — This is an idea that it is not for us to refute ; because such 
an idea, if* expressed, does not militate against our view ; on the contrary 
it lends all the more strength to the view that * Shuchi ’ and the other 
names of Fire should not be used. 
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ADHYAYA X, PADA IV, ADHEC ARANA (15). 

S0TRA (24). 

In all other Mantras the same term is used ; hence that is the 

NAME THAT IS ROUND EVERYWHERE. 

Bhasya . 

For the following reason also, when the Deity comes to be spoken of, 
the term used should be the same as that occurring in the Injunction:— 
“ For what reason ? ” — In the Mantras , there is the same one word, which 
is the word occurring in the Injunction ; that same word is found to be 
used everywhere in connection with all such (dative) syllables as (a) ‘ Apdt 
(6) * TJjjiti ’ and (c) ‘Svetka ’. — For instance, (a) in connection with ‘apdt’, 
we find the text — ‘ Apdt agneh priyd priya dhdmani, etc.’ (6) in connection 
with ‘ ujjiti \ we have the text — ‘ Agnerujjitimanujje§am, etc.’ ; — and (c) 
in connection with * svahd we have the text — ‘ Svdha agnim svaha somam ’. 
—Thus then, inasmuch as in every case the term used is the same ‘ agni ’ 
(or ‘Soma’ or ‘ Indra ’}, there is no room for the use of any alternative 
names this is just as we have argued above. 

From all this it follows that in the matter of the Mantra indicating the 
Deity, it should be done by means of the term that is contained, in the Injunction. 


Adhikara^a (16): Even in the case of 1 Transference ’ 
the deity should be spoken of by the term occurring 
in the Injunction. 

SUTRA (25). 

SlMILAELY IN THE SUBSEQUENT PROCEEDINGS ; BECAUSE IT HAS THE 
SAME EOE ITS AeCHETYPE. 

Bhasya. 

There is the Ckaru-offering laid down in the test — ‘ Desiring Brahmic 
glory one should offer cooked rice to Surya \ Of Surya, there are many 
names-—' Surya ', ‘ Aditya ’, * Bhaskgra ', ‘ Savitr ', ‘ Dimkara '. 

The question therefore that arises is— In the Mantras indicating Surya 
as the deity, may the deity be mentioned by any one of the several names ? 
Or by the name 1 Surya' only, which occurs in the Injunction of the 
offering ? 

The Purvapgk?a is as follows : — "At the Archetype, the Mantras that 
were used contained the term * Agni ' ; — these same Mantras are admissible 
at the Saurya, according to the General Law, and they contained the name 
* Agni', n ot ‘Surya'; — further, the term ‘Surya' is found in connection 
with the ‘ Charu ', not in connection" with ‘ Ujjiti ' (‘ apdt ', * svdhd ' 
and the like) ; — hence the Mantras should be modified in accordance with 
the real state of things, — and it is the object Sun (Surya) that should be 
spoken of in them ; — this can be done by any one of the several words 
denoting the Surya (Sun). Hence there can be no restriction as to any one 
name being used. — It has to be borne in mind that what form the subject- 
matter of this Adhikarana are those Archetypal Mantras which contain the 
term * Agni not those that do not contain that word.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta: — Similarly in the 
subsequent proceedings, — i.e. at the Bctype, — because it has that for Us Arche- 
type. Just as, at the Archetype, so at the subsequent proceedings of the 
Bctype also— the Madras are to be used in obedience to the General Law, — 
because it has that for its Archetype. At the Archetype, the term * Agni ' 
was used in the sense of the term as used in the injunction, — not in the 
sense of the object, Fire ; so in the case in question also, because it has 
that for its Archetype, the Mantras that are used should be used in the 
sense of the terms occurring in the injunction.— The connection too 
of the term' Surya ’"is not with the ‘Charu' but with the performance; 
the sense is that ‘ the thing should be dedicated to Surya and this is con- 
nected with the performance ; the sense is not that the ‘ Charu ' is what is 
dedicated to Surya ; because the case-ending used is the Accusative, which 
is related to the verb. — From ail this it follows that at the Ectype also, the 
Mantras used should contain the term ‘ Surya ' only. 


Adiitk. ARANA (17) : At the ‘ Fire-installation ‘ Agni 5 

should be spoken of along with the qualifications. 

StJTRA (26). 

W mm THE ARCHETYPAL DEITY IS SPOKEN OP WITH QUALIFICATIONS, 
IT SHOULD BE SPOKEN OP ALONG WITH THOSE 
QUALIFICATIONS. 

Bhasya. 

There is the ‘Fire-installation’, laid down in the text — ‘ One who 
knowing thus installs the Fire’. In connection with this, certain ‘ Pava- 
mdna-offeririgs ’ have been laid down in the text—' One should offer the cake 
baked on eight pans to Agni-Pammana, to Agni-Pdvaka and to Agni- 
Shuchi \ 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Should the deity Agni 
be spoken of, along with the qualifications (‘ Pavomdna ’, ‘purifying’, 
* Pdvaka ‘ purifier % ‘ Shuchi ‘ pure ’ ) ? Or without the qualifications t 
—[At the Archetype the Deity mentioned is simply * Agni ’, without any 
qualifications.] 

The most reasonable view that presents itself (as the Siddhdnta) is , that 
the Deity that has been spoken of af? the Archetype, without any quali- 
fications, . should (at the Ectype) be spoken of as with the mentioned 
qualifications. 

StJTRA (27). 

[PCb.vapak§a view] — “ Realty thebe should be no modification ; 

AS ONLY THUS WOULD THERE BE NO DISAPPEARANCE OP THE 
OBJECT AND THE WORD, AS IN THE CASE OF THE 

SUBSTANCE.” 

Bhaqya. 

‘‘Verily, there shotdd be no modification ; — i.e. Agni should be spoken 
of without any qualifications. — Why ? — Because only thus would there be 
no disappearance of the object and the word ; i.e. in this way, the object (Fire) 
and the word (‘ Agni ’) both remain undisturbed ; Agni is the same as Pava- 
mdna, the same as Pdvaka, the same as Shuchi. So that the deity that has 
to be mentioned, becomes mentioned even without adding the qualifications 
(* pavomdna ’, ‘ pdvaka and ‘ shuchi ') ;—as in the case of the substance ; i.e. 
in the text ‘ The barren she -goat is sacred to all deities ; desiring prosperity, 
one should sacrifice it to Vayu *, the offering is spoken of in connection with 
the * barren ahe-goat % and yet in the Ectype, the Mantra used contains 
the simple word * Ghhdgd ’ (‘ she -goat ’, without the qualification ‘ barren ’), 


on the ground that the object (animal) and the word both remain intact. 
The same should be done in the case in question. — From all this it follows 
that the Deity should be spoken of without qualifications.” 

StjTRA (28). 

[PUrvapaksa ansvmred ] — The deity should be spoken oe as en- 
joined ; BECAUSE IT DOES NOT ENTER INTO THE BODY OF THE 
SACRIFICE, IN ITS MATERIAL FORM : IT ENTERS INTO IT ONLY 
IN THE VERBAL FORM; IF IT WERE NOT MENTIONED 
ALONG WITH THE QUALIFICATIONS, THEN THE 
TEXTS SPEAKING OF THE QUALIFICATIONS 
WOULD BE MEANINGLESS. 

Bhdsya. 

In fact, the deity should be spoken of as enjoined, — i.e. along with qualifica- 
tions.—" Why 'tj'— Because the deity does not enter into the body of the sacrifice, 
in its material form ; i.e. the deity does not enter into the material constitution 
of the sacrifice ; it has been already explained that it is not in its material 
form that the Deity helps the sacrifice. If it had entered into the sacrifice 
in its material form, then, Pavamana also would have been denoted by the 
term ‘ agni \ and in that case the qualification (‘ pavamana ’) need not 
have been mentioned. — "In what way then does the Deity help in the 
sacrifice ? ''—The deity enters into the sacrifice in its verbal form ; it is the 
connection between the word denoting the deity and the offering that is 
directly asserted by the text ; that word has to be mentioned with which 
the offering is connected ; and it has to be pointed out that 1 in this manner 
is this connection brought about’. — If the qualification were not mentioned 
at all, then the . mention of these qualifications in the text would be 
meaningless. The word is mentioned in the text only with a view to point 
out how it should be uttered ; under the oircumstances, if the qualification 
were not connected, — the mention of the qualification would bo absolutely 
futile.— From all this it follows that the deity should he mentioned along 
with the qualifications. 

StjTRA (29). 

In the case of substances, — inasmuch as they enter into the 

BODY OF THE SACRIFICE IN THEIR MATERIAL FORM, THERE WOULD 
BE NO MODIFICATION IN THE SUBSTANCE, BECAUSE OF 

THE STRENGTH. . 

Bha§ya* 

It has been argued above that — “ in the case of substances, — m the 

text ‘The barren she -goat is sacred to all deities, — desiring prosperity, one 
Should sacrifice it to Ydyu ’, the original sacrifice having been enjoined 
with the term ‘ barren she -goat ’, when the Mantra comes to be used at the 
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ADHYYlA X, PlDA IV, ADHIKARANA (17). 

Eetype the word used is simply ‘she-goat’ /without the qualification. 6f 
‘ barren — This has got to be refuted. Our answer to this is as follows— 
In the case of substances, it is only right that it should be so, as they enter 
into the body of the sacrifice ; that is, the substance becomes a constituent 
part of the sacrifice; so that if the substance (animal) is sacrificed — be it 
barren or not barren , — it is understood to be spoken of by the word ‘ she- 
goat, ’ ; hence the thing being a means of accomplishing the sacrifice, even 
when there is no modification (in the way of the mention of qualifications), 
the denotative force of the sentence is quite explicable ; hence in that case, 
the animal could be mentioned without qualifications, for the purpose of 
obeying the General Law.— In the case in question, on the other hand, as 
the Deity enters into the sacrifice in its verbal form, a modification should 
be made of what comes in under the General Law. 




Adhikarana (18): At the ‘ Ajyabhaga-offerinq \ in con- 
nection with c Fire-installation \ the Deity is to be 
spoken of without the qualification. 

' SUTRA (30). 



[PtJRVAPAKSA] — “ The TERM ‘ BUt)HANVlN ’ SHOULD BE TREATED LIKE: 
THE TEEM ‘ PAVAMANA BECAUSE IT DENOTES A PECULIAR 


Bhasya. 


There is the Fire-installation, laid down in the text — ‘ One who knowing 
this installs the Fire * ; at this rite there are the Pavamdna offerings laid 
down in the text — * One should offer the cake baked on eight pans to Agni- 
Pavamdna, to Agni-Pdvaka, to Agni-Shuchi ’ ; — at this there are the two 
4 Ajyabhaga-offerings ’, in regard to which we read — * The Agneya should 
be made budhanvdn, and the Saurnya should be made Pdvakavdn *. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Should Agni be mentioned 
with the qualification (‘ budhanvdn ’) ? Or without the qualification ? 

In this connection the’ point to be considered first is— Does the term 
‘ budhanvdn ’ indicate the deity or the Mantra ? — If it indicates the deity, 
then Agni should be mentioned with the qualification ; while if it indicates 
the Mantra, then Agni should be mentioned without the qualification. 

The Purvapaksa is as follows — “ Agni should be mentioned with the 
qualification; hence we explain the -term (‘ budhanvdn ’) as indicating, the 
deity. — Why ? — Because Mantras appear in the texts in their own form 
(and are recognisable as such), hence any injunction of them would be 
superfluous; the Deity however is not so recognisable, and hence the in- 
junction of the deity serves a useful purpose. When it is said that c Agni 
should be made budhanvdn ’, the f Agneya can become * budhanvdn * only 
if the Deity has the qualification of being * budhanvat \ — From this it follows 
that the Deity should be mentioned along with the qualification ; — just as 
in the case of the Pavamdna Ispis, Agni is spoken of as * pavamdna ’ (see 
foregoing Adhikarana),— so in the present case also, the specification of 
the peculiar qualification that we find in the expression * agnirbudhanvdn * 
serves a useful purpose only if the said qualification is mentioned. — 
From all this we conclude that Agni should be mentioned with the quali- 
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ADHYlYA X, PiDA XV, ADHIKARANA (18). 

StJTEA (31). 

[Siddhanta] — Inasmuch as the term indicates a particular 
Mantra, there should be no modification in the name 
oe the Deity. 

Bhasya. 

It is not right that the Deity should be mentioned with the qualifica- 
tion ; it should, as a matter of fact, be mentioned without the qualification. 
In this connection, they offer the explanation that the term (‘ budhanvan') 
indicates a particular Mantra. — “ How ? ” — In reality, the term clearly 
indicates the form of a particular Mantra ; what the sentence ‘the Agniya 
should be made budhanvan’ means is that * that thing which is related 
to a particular Agni should be made budhanvan ’, — it does not mean that 
‘ Agni should be made “ budhanvan If Agni were made “ budhanvan ”, 
then Budhanvan- Agni would be the deity, and in that case we could not 
have the term “ Agneya ” with the nominal affix ’, as it would be incomplete 
(containing only half the name of the deity Budhanvan- Agni), Nor would 
it be possible to have the nominal affix to this conjunct name, as Nominal 
Affixes are not added to terms with qualifications j-— nor would it be right 
to bring in the qualification after the Nominal Affix had come in ; — from all 
this it follows that ‘ budhanvan ’ cannot be a qualification of Agni. — “ What 
then is it that is specified as ‘ budhanvan ’ ? ” — The Agneya ; — its mantra is 
‘ budha hence it is the Agneya-sacriflce that is ‘ budhanvan ' (using the 
mantra 'budha'); this budha-mantra ’ being the following — ‘ Agnim 
stomena bodhaya samidhano amartyam ' [where the word ‘ bodhaya * occurs, 
and it is this that gives the name * budha' to the mantra], — Or the mantra 
itself may be taken to be construed in the sentence * Agneya is budhanvan 
It has been argued that “ the mantra is recognised in its own form 
and hence does not need to be enjoined ’’.—The answer to this is as follows s— 
If that were so, then any mantra that contains the word speaking of Agni 
might be recognised as to be used ; and hence it is with a view to negative 
this possibility that the text says * the budhanvan should be used’ — Le. the 
mantra * Agnim stomena bodhaya ’. Such being the case, the term (‘ budhan- 
van') is not a qualification of the deity ; and hence the deity should be 
mentioned without the qualification; this would also be in keeping with 
the General Law [as at the archetype, the deity is spoken of without 
qualifications]. 



Adhik arana (19) : {a) In the 4 cow-sacrifice \ the coio 

should be spoken of by means of the term 4 Usra\ which 
is contained in the Injunction— (b) In the 4 Prsaddjya 
homa \ the tree should be spoken of by means of 
the term 4 Vanaspati \ which is contained 
in the Injunction. 

SUTRA (32). 

[Pukvapaksa] — “ Inasmuch as at the Archetype, there i$ 

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE INJUNCTION AND THE MANTRA, 

THERE SHOULD BE DIEFEEENCE AT THE EOTYPE ALSO : 

AS THIS HAS THAT FOR ITS ARCHETYPE.” 



There is the Jyoti§toma sacrifice ; in connection with which we read — 
(A) ‘ The Cow should be sacrificed, and the Goat, dedicated to Agni-Sanux \ 
— Of the Cow, * go % there are several names — t usrd ’, ‘ usriya *, * ahl ’, * \ 

‘ aditi ’, ‘ ild Hence there arises the following question — In the montos 
at the cow -sacrifice, is the cow to be mentioned by any one of these several 
terms ? Or must it be mentioned by that term alone which has appeared 
in the Injunction ? — (B) Similarly we read * With Pf§addjya one sacrifices 
to Vanaspati ’ ; of the Vanaspati, * tree ’, there are several names — ‘ vrksa * 

‘ pddapa ’, ‘ drmna ’, * naga ’ ; hence there arises the question — In the mcmtras 
at the Vanaspati-sacrifice, is the tree to be mentioned by any one of the 
several terms ? Or must it be mentioned only by that term which appears 
in the Injunction ? 

The Purvapakm is as follows (A) “The Cow may be spoken of by 
any one of the several terms. — Why ? — Because at the Archetype, there, is 
difference between the Injunction and the Mantra ; — as a matter of fact, we 
find a difference in the terms used in the Injunction and in the Mantra: For 

instance, the Injunction is in the form — ‘ Yo diksito yadgarn$am*yam. pashu- 
maJdbMta * (where the word used for the animal is ‘ pashu ’), — while the 
Mantra used is in the form — ‘ Ohhdgasya vapdya, rr^da^o'ivubrithi 3 (where 
the term used for the animal is ‘ CSKhdga ’). — In the case in question also 
(i.e. of the Cow-sacrifice, which is an Eetype of the Agnxsomvya) what has 

appeared at the Archetype is rendered admissible by the General Law j 

and at the Archetype what has appeared is a difference in the terms used 
in the Injunction and in the Mantra ; — strictly in accordance with the 
General Law, then, the term to be used at the Eetype also should, be 
* chhdga * (as at the Archetype) ; — but it is impossible to apply that term 
to the Cow ; — it is quite possible, however, to admit the general principle that 
there may be difference between the term used in the Injunction and that 
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used in the Mantra ; — whence we conclude that in the case of the Cow-sacrifice, 
the Cow may be spoken of in the Mantras by any one of the synonyms, 

‘ usra ’ and the rest.— (B) Similarly (in regard to the Vanaspaii- sacrifice.). 
we find that at (the Svistakrt-sacrifice, which is) the Archetype, the Injunction 
is ‘ Agnim svistakrtam yajati ’ (where the Deity is spoken of by the con- 
junct term ‘ Agni-Svistakrt ’), — while the Mantra reads as— ‘ Prihi devanw- 
shato yavi§pha . ... ye daivya rtvijasiebhiragm tvam hotrrndmasya ycijistha ' 
(where the Deity is spoken of by the simple term ‘ agni ’) ; so that a dif- 
ference has been made between the Injunction and the Mantra ; — the 
Vanaspati-sacrifice is an Ectype of the Svistakrt-sacrifice, as is going to be 
explained under the Sahkarqa ; — hence (according to the General Law) at ■ 
the Vanaspati-sacrifice , there should be a difference between the Injunction 
and the Mantra. From this we conclude that Tree may be spoken of by 
any one of the several names of the Tree ; — because it has the Scisfakrt- 
sacrifice for its Archetype.” 

SUTRA (33). 

[Siddhanta] — In pact, the teem used should be the one used 

BEFORE : BECAUSE THERE CAN BE NO TRANSFERRED INJUNCTION OF 
ANYTHING DIFFERENT. 

Bha&ya, 

The thing must be mentioned by the same term that has been used 
before; — i.e. the Cow should be spoken of by the term ‘ usra ’ ; as it is 
this term that has been used in the Injunction — ‘ Usrayai vapayai medasd' - 
nubruhi \ 

Says the Opponent — “This is only a Mantra-text; there is no such 
declaration as that ‘ the Cow should be spoken of by the term usra ’ ; on the 
other hand, the General Law is a declaration to the effect that ‘ the animal 
should be spoken by a term different from that used in the Injunction 

Answer — It is not so; because the General Law does not declare the 
admissibility of the said difference ; there is no General Law to the effect 
that ‘whatever is there at the Archetype should be there at the Ectype 
also’; what the General Law does is to indicate the admissibility, at the 
Ectype, of that which has been declared by the Injunctive Word as to be 
done at the Archetype, and which does not come in there by in^licaiion. 
It is nowhere declared that ‘ at the Archetype there should be difference 
between the Injunction and the Mrmi/ra ’ ; — what happens is that it is la-id 
down that the Mantra used should be ‘ Chhdgasya mpdyai irt&dasonubrahA ' . 
and the difference (between the term 1 chhdga ’ used here and the term 
‘ pashu ’ as in the Injunction) comes in by mero implication. Thus, the 
use of the term ‘ chluiga * is laid down by Direct Assertion, wliilo the difference 
between the Injunction and the Mantra comes through indirect indication ; 
— and whenever there is a doubt as between Direct Assertion and Indirect 
Indication, the former is more acceptable than the latter, — (A) From all 
tins we conolude that the Cow should be spoken of, not by any one of the 



several synonyms, but by the term ‘ usrd * alone, on the strength of the 
Mantra-text. — (B) Similarly in connection with the Pr§addjya t the Deity 
should be spoken of by that same term which has been used in the Injunction 
as mentioning the Deity. Nowhere has it been laid down that * there should 
be a difference made between the Injunction and the Mantra ’ ; — hence the 
Tree should be spoken of by the term * Vanaspati ’ only. 




Adhikarana (20) : At the * Avdbhrtha \ Agni and Varuna 
should he spoken of along with the qualifying 
term ‘ svistalcrt \ 

SUTRA (34). 

[POrvapaksa] — “The deity * S vi§takrt ’ being different, that 

TERM SHOULD BE EXCLUDED FROM THE NAME OF THE DEITY.” 

Bhasya. 

There is the Avabhrtha-sacrifice, laid down in the sentence — * They 
perform the Avabhrtha by offering the cake baked on one pan to Varuna ’ ; 
in connection with this, it is laid down—-* Offers the sacrifice to Agni- Varuna 
8vi$tahrp \ 

In regard to this, there arises the question — In the Mantra, is the term 
used for the Deity to be accompanied by the term * sviqtakrt * ? Or to be 
not accompanied by the term * svi^takrt ’ ? — The point to be considered is 
this Is * 8vi§takrt ’ a conventional term (having its denotation independent 
of its etymology) ? Or, it is not conventional, but figurative, having its 
denotation determined by its etymology, as * svistam krtavan *,' * one who has 
done good * ? — If it is conventional, the Deity should be spoken of without 
the term * aviqtakrt ’ ; if it is etymological, then it is to be spoken of with 
that term * svi$takrt 

The Purvapaksa is as follows : — “ The term is conventional, not etymolo- 
gical. — Why ? — Because till the time of the sacrifice the Deity has not done 
any good, and yet it is at the time of the sacrifice that it is called ‘ 8vi$takfl \ 
as declared in the text * Offers the sacrifice to Svistakrt \ — Neither the accent 
nor any embellishment becomes affected by any partial qualification. In 
fact it is Agni itself that is spoken of as * svi§takrt ’ ; as between the two, 
Agni and Varuna, it is Agni that lias done good. Thus then, when the word 
is purely conventional, the Deity should be mentioned without the term 
‘ svigpak/d -Why ? — Because the term (conventionally, not etymologically) 
denotes Agni, and not Agni-Varuna', and hence at the Ectype, as the Deity 
is not Agni (but Agni- Varuna), the term ‘ svisfakrt ’ must be excluded from 
the name of the Deity. — From all this it follows that the Deity should be 
spoken of without the term ‘ svi^fakrt V 

SUTRA (35). 

[Seddhanta] — In reality, the term should be present ; BECAUSE 

THE MEANING IS APPLICABLE, AND THE NAME IS BASED 

UPON ACTION. 

Bhasya. 

It is not right that the Deity should be spoken of without the term 
* svi§takrt ' ; in fact, the Deity should be spoken of with the terra * sviatakft ’ ; 
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with this view we offer the following explanation : Tho name is secondary, 
etymological; — one is called ‘ avigpakft ’ on account of his having done good 
(, avispakaranat ) ; and when a meaning is actually understood from a term, it 
cannot be right to deny its denotation by it ; in fact, from the constituent 
factors of the term * svisfakrt ’ it is clear that its application is based upon 
the performance of some act. Then again, the term as a whole is never 
used in the sense of Fire (Agni), it is not recognised, in ordinary parlance, 
as being denotative of Fire ; — hence it cannot be regarded as a conventional 
term. — Such being the case, the Deity should be spoken of along with the 
term ‘ svi$takrt * specially became the meaning is applicable ; i.e. the deities 
‘ Agni-Varuna 5 have been spoken of in the sense of * Agni ’, in the sentence 
‘ Agni-varunau svistahrtau yajati * ; and on account of the presence of tho 
action (signified by the term ' svigfakrt ’) this term ‘ svisfalcrt * is capable of 
signifying Agni- Varum. — From all this it follows that the Deity should he 
spoken of along with the term ‘ svitfakrt \ 

It has been argued that — “ the term means ‘ one who has done good 
while Agni has not actually done any good at the time of the sacrifice.” 

Our answer to this is that under our view, it is only the past character 
of the aet that would be wanting ; while under your view, the past character 
as well as what is signified by the verbal root and its prefix would all fee 
wanting. Further, Agni may be regarded as having already done good , in 
.view of what has been done at previous sacrifices (at all of which Agni has 
been helpful). 


Adhikarana (21): In connection with the ‘ Agnisomiya- 

animal-sacrifice. \ throughout the performa?ices 9 Agni 
should be spoken of by the term 1 agni ’ 
without any qualifications , 

SUTRA (3G). 

[Purvapahsa] — k ‘ When op an object -with qualifications, the 

QUALIFICATION IS DROPPED, IT SHOULD BE SPOKEN OF IN THE 

Mantras as before.” 

Bhdsya. 

At the Soma-saerifice, there is the A^m^omiya-animal-sacrifice, as laid 
down in the text — ‘ Agnigomlyasya vapayd pracharydgni§om iyam pashu- 
puroddshamanunirvapati ' ; in connection with the Svigfakrt-offering at this 
sacrifice, the qualifying term (‘ svi$takrt ’) is dropped, and the injunction reads 
simply as ‘ Agnim yajati‘ > (‘ sacrifices to Agni'). 

In regard to this, there .arises the question — Is it at the Sviqtakrt- 
sacrifice alone that the qualifying term is to be dropped, and in the other 
Mantras it is to be used as at the Archetype (i.e. along with the qualifying 
term * svi§takrt ’) ?— -Or is the qualifying term to be omitted throughout the 
animal-sacrifice ? 

The Purvapahsa is as follows ; — “ When we find that, of Agni, who has 
the qualification of being ‘ svitfakrt', this qualification has been dropped,-^ 
we assert that there should be omission of the qualifying term only at that 
action in connection with which it has been dropped in the texts ; that is, 
as a matter of fact, it is only in connection with the sacrifice (sviffafcrt) 
that the text says 1 Agnim yajati ’ (omitting the qualifying term ‘ swQtaJcpt*); 
so that the omission of the qualifying term being found in connection with 
that sacrifice, — if it were to be omitted in all the Mantras > then something 
would be done for which there is no authority in the scriptures ; and there 
is as much wrong involved in doing what has not been laid down in the 
scriptures as there is in omitting to do what is laid down in them. — Hence 
we conclude that there should be omission of the qualifying term only at 
the one sacrifice, not in all the Jlfowfra- texts.” 

StJTRA (37). 

[SiddhInta] — In reality, it should be throughout ; AS the whole 

FORMS ONE ACT. 

Bhdsya. 

In reality, it should be throughout; i.e. in the Mantras, whenever Agni 
happens to be spoken of along with the term ‘ svitfakrt this qualifying 




term should be omitted. — Why ? — Because the whole forms one act ; the 
qualifying term cannot be omitted at the Svistakrt -sacrifice only, but through- 
out the entire sacrificial performance. — How so ? — The text ‘ Agnim yajati ’ 
speaks of the performance ; which means that the qualifying term should be 
omitted at the performance of the Svistakrt -sacrifice ; and as a matter of fact, 
all those other Mantras which contain the term ‘ svisfakrt ’ may be regarded 
as so many ‘ Svitfakrt-sacrifices ’. Hence there should be omission of the 
qualifying term throughout the performance. 


Adhikarana ( 22 ) : At the 4 Anuyajas \ the 4 Svistakrt- 
sacrifice 9 is an 4 act of Embellishment \ 

StJTRA (38). 

At the ‘Anuyaja’, the Svi^takrt should be regarded as an 

INTEGRAL FACTOR, BECAUSE IT IS CONNECTED WITH THE PURPOSE 
SERVED BY USEFUL ACCESSORY DETAILS 



There are the Darsha-Purnamasa sacrifices ;~at these, is performed 
the Smstakrt-sacrifice, laid down in the text—' At the Anuyajas, one sacrifices 
to Agni-Svistakrt\ 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Does the Sviqiakrt-sacriftce 
help the Anuyajas directly ? Or is it only an ‘embellishment’ (helping 
indirectly) ? 

The Purvapak^a is as follows : — “ It helps the Anuyajas directly. — Why ? 
— It is a well-known fact that the function of actions is to help things 
directly ; as it is only thus that the well-established entity serves the purpose 
of somet hing still to be accomplished ;— and the injunction also of the 
sacrifice in question is by Direct Assertion. Under the other view, some- 
tiling yet to be accomplished would serve the purpose of a well-established 
entity (which is absurd), and the injunction would be through Syntactical 
Connection. — From this we conclude that the Svi§takrt-sacrifice helps the 
Anuyajas directly.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnia — The Svigtakrt 
should be regarded as an integral factor, not something external.—" What 
is the meaning of * dvdpika * (integral) ? The space between the Ajya- 
bhdga and Svisfakrt is ‘ avdpa\ and that which comes in during that interval is 
‘ dvdpika ’ ; in contrast to * dvdpika ’ is ‘ tdntrika which latter name applies 
to the Anuydja. That which is the Deity of the SvigfaJcrt, that same is the 
principal Deity, and that also is the integral factor; it is for this reason 
that the Svistakrt has been called ‘ dvdpika \ ‘ integral ’.—Such being the 
case, the sacrifice must be an act of embellishment ; thus alone does it become 
useful, helping the Agni which serves a useful purpose. — Then again, sub- 
sidiaries are of two kinds — qradupakaraka, External , those that help from a 
distance [i.e. from outside, and are exterior to, not the integral part of, 
the main sacrifice], and samewdyika, Internal, those that form integral parts 
of the sacrifice; and the Internal subsidiaries are more important than 
the External ones ; because in their case the injunction is direct, while 
in that of the other, the Syntactical Connection would have to be with a 
sentence not before the eyes (remote),— Hence we conclude that the Svigtahri- 
saorifice is an act of embellishment. 


Adhikabana (23) : At the 4 Darsha-Purmtmasa \ the 
6 Ydjyd 5 and ‘'Puronuvakyd’ are acts of Em - 
beUishment. 

SUTRA (39). 

[POrvapaksa] — “ The action spoken op as * anvaha * (‘recites ’) 

MUST BE REGARDED AS A ‘ PRINCIPAL ACT — LIKE THE RE- 
CITING OE THE ‘ SbaSTRA — BECAUSE THERE IS A 
DISTINCT INJUNCTION.” 

Bhdsya . 

In connection with the Darsha-Purnamdsa, we read — ‘ Recites the 
Ydjyd, ; recites the Puronuvdkya *. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is this reciting of the 
Ydjyd and Puronuvdkya a * principal act * ? Or ‘ an act of embellishment ’ ? 

The Purvapakqa is as follows : — “ The action spoken of as * recites ’ 
must be regarded as a principal act. — Why ? — Because there is a distinct injunc- 
tion . If it were an act of embellishment, then, inasmuch as from the 
very form of the verses (known as ‘ Ydjyd * and ‘ Puronuvdkya ’) it would 
be clear that they are to be recited, the addition of the word ‘ recites ’ would 
be superfluous. On the other hand, if the reciting is a principal act, then it 
is necessary to add the word * recites ’ ; as otherwise, it would not be under- 
stood that it is an act that should be done ; hence, inasmuch as the idea 
that it should be done is obtained from Direct Assertion, it must be regarded 
as a Principal Act ; — like the reciting of the 1 Shastra ’ ; just as the reciting 
of the Shastra and Stotra hymns, being laid down by means of the words 
‘ shamsati * and ‘ stauti * respectively, has been regarded as a principal act, — 
so should the act in question also be regarded.” 

StJTRA (40). 

[Siddhan ta]— -In reality, it is an act oe embellishment, because 

THE ENJOINED WORD IS POR THE PURPOSE OE 
BEING RECITED. 

Bhdsya. 

In reality, the reciting in question should be regarded as an act of 
embellishment (of the Deity).*— “ Why ? ” — Because the word that enjoins 
the act is for the purpose of being recited ; that being the visible purpose 
served by it ; and so long as that is there, there can be no reason for aflanmlng 
an -invisible (transcendental) result. — Hence the reciting must be an act of 
embellishment. 
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It has been argued that “ the term ‘ recites * would be meaningless ”, 

This has got to be refuted. 

SUTRA (41). 

It would be quite explicable, as serving the purpose OP ADDING 

OTHER ACCESSORY DETAILS. 

Bhasya. 

The expression 4 anmha ’ (‘ recites ’) would be quite explicable,— fasti* 
fiable ; how t—as serving the purpose of adding other accessory details ;— 
such as— ‘ He recites the Ydjyd standing, he recites the Puronuvahya sitting ’ ; 
for the purpose of adding these details of standing and sitting, it is only 
right that the ‘ rating ’ should be reiterated. * 

From all this it follows that the reciting of the Ydjyd and of the 
Puronuvdkyd are acts of embellishment. 


Adhik arana (24) : In the * Manotd \ there is to he no 
1 XJha 9 (. Modification ). 

SUTRA (42). 

In the * Manota there should be no modification, because of 

THE DECLARATION. 

Bhasya. 

There is the offering of the animal dedicated to Vdyu, laid down in the 
text — ‘Desiring prosperity one should kill the white animal dedicated to 
Vdyu'. — -At the Agnisomiya-animal-sacrifice, which is the Archetype of all 
animal -sacrifices, . there is used the Manotd-mantra — * Tvarn hyagne prathamo 
manotd asyddhiyo dbhavodasma hotd ’ (Taitti. Bra. 3. 6. 10) ; this Mantra 
is indicated by the General Law as to be used at the ectypal animal-sacrifice 
to Vdyu. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is the Manotd-mantra 
to be modified in accordance with the Deity (e.g. c agne' being changed into 
* vayo ’) ? Or should it be used in its original form, without any modifica- 
tion ? 

The answer is as follows: — So far as the Archetype is concerned, the 
question that has been raised is not reasonable ; at the Archetype Agni-Soma 
are the Deity ; — the Mantra also is ' dgneya ’ (‘ recited to Agni ’, inasmuch 
as it is addressed to Agni and contains the term * agni ’ ) ; and as it does 
not speak of anything that forms the constituent part of the sacrifice, it 
must boused in its unmodified form; [so that the raising of the question has 
no justification]. 

Says the Purvapdk$in, in answer to the above — “ It is true that Agni- 
Soma are the Deity at the Archetype ; but they are Agni and Soma ; so that 
Agni alone is not the Deity there; nor is it true that Agni does not form 
a constituent part of the sacrifice; in fact, that Deity is recognised here 
which is indicated by the conception of Agni. — Now in the case in question, 
it is Vdyu that is mentioned as serving the purposes of the ‘Deity’ ; and 
being mentioned as serving the purposes of the Deity, it also serves that 
purpose of Agni which consists in bringing about the conception of the 
Deity ; hence, as serving the purpose of Agni, it must take in all the charac- 
teristic accessories of Agni, in accordance with Sutra 10. 3. 35. — From all 
this it follows -that the Manotd-mantra ahovid be used (at the Fdj/w-sacrifice) 
With such modifications as may be called for by the particular Deity 
concerned.*’ 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta : — In the case of the 
Manotd-mantra, there should be no modification, because of the declaration. 



There is the declaration to the effect that. * even when the animal has been 
dedicated to another Deity, the Manotd-manira used must be that related 
to Agni \ And what is there that cannot be done by a declaration ? There 
is nothing too much for a declaration. — From all this we conclude that the 
Manotd-manira should be used without modification. 




Adhikarana (25) : The e Kanvarathantara Sdman should 

be sung over its own basic verse. 

STJTRA (43). 

[POrvafaksa] — “ The Saman other than Rathantara which is 

SPOKEN OF IN CONNECTION WITH THE Pr?THA SHOULD BE SUNG 
OVER THE BASIC VERSE OF THE RaTHANTARA, BECAUSE IT 
IS PRECEDED BY THAT AND BECAUSE THE VERSES 
HAVE BEEN DIFFERENTIATED.’’ 

Bhusya. 

There is the Vaishyastoma sacrifice, laid down in the text — ‘ Vaishyo 
miahyaMotninn yajeta ’ [‘ The Vaishya should perform the Vaishyastoma 
sacrifice ’]; — in connection with that sacrifice, we read — ‘The Kanvara- 
thcmtam is the Pfffha {Sdman) ’. — It lias been settled under 9. 2. 48, that the 
is a modification of the two Sdmans {Brhat and Rathan- 

tara). 

Is regard to this, there arises the question — May the ‘ Kanw/a- 
thantam ’ be sung (a) over the basic verse of either the Brhat or the Rathan- 
lara, without any restriction ? Or (6) over the basic verse of the Rathantara 
only t Or (c) over its own basic verse ? 

Tho Purvapak§a (a) is that — “ The General Law does not indicate any 
restriction; the matter becomes simplified also if there iB no restriction, as 
that expedites the performance.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Purvapakqa (b) s—~ “ The Sdman 
>ther than Rathantara — i.e. Kanvarathantara, — which is spoken of m connex- 
ion with the Pr^fha— -should be sung over the basic verse of the Rathantara ; 
— because the Vaishyastoma is preceded by (and has for its Archetype) the 
Jyotisfoma, and at the Jyotiffoma, the Sdman has been sung over the basic 
vers© of the Rathantara.---- 1 But at the Jyotisfoma, the Sdman has been sung 
over the basic verse of the Brhat also \ — Hot so ; because the verses have been 
discriminated ; i.e. it is found that there is a discrimination among the 
verses, such as ‘ the basic verse of the Rathantara is adopted ’ and so forth. 
— Further, the term ‘rathantara’ is found to be used in the sense of Kanva- 
rathantara ; from which it follows that the Kanvarathantara is only a parti- 
cular form of the Rathantara , The Kanvarathantara might be taken as some- 
thing different from the Rathantara, if it did not have the characteristics of 
this latter ; — but when it does have these characteristics, it would be like 
the * Sacrificial Post’ ; just as in the case of the sentence * the Sacrificial 
Post is of Vdimbara wood it is found that the Udumbara-wood has not been 
mentioned in connection with the Archetype, and yet the adjective * made 
of UfamJbara wood’ has been regarded as explicable on the basis of the 
presence of certain characteristics ; — so also in the case in question, tbq 
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name * rathantara ’ may be applied to the Kan vamthuntara on the basts of the 
presence in the latter of certain characteristics of the former.” 

SUTRA (44). 

• [SiddhInta] — In reality, it should be sung over its own BASIC- 

VERSE ; BECAUSE IT IS THE NAME APPLICABLE TO ALL. 

Bhasya. 

It is not right that the Kanvarathantara should be sung over the basic 
verse of the Rathantara ; it should, in fact, be sung over its own basic 
verse. — “ Why ?” — Because it is the name applicable to all ; — i.e. the term 
4 rathantara ’ denotes the Saman marked by all qualifications ; while the 
name ! Kanvarathantara ' is applied to all those Samuns only that are equipped 
with a particular prastdva, udgitha, pratihdra, upadraw and nidhana, and 
accompanied by a particular Stobha, Svara, Kdla and Abhyasa ; consequently, 
the basic verse also must be a characteristic mark.*— Then again, if the 
Kanvarathantara were treated as Rathantara , it would mean the assumed 
application of the name 'Rathantara' to the Kanvarathantara, which is some- 
thing entirely different, — From all this it follows that the Kanvarathantara 
should be sung over its own basic verse. 

SUTRA (45). 

“It may be as in the case of the Sacrificial Post”, — if this is 
urged [then the answer is as given in the next Sutra], 

Bhasya. 

If you hold the view that — “ the Saman in question should be sung 
over the basic verse of the Rathantara itself,— as it is only thus that the 
presence (in the name 'Kanvarathantara') of the name ' Rathantara' could be 
justified ; because this could be explained only on the basis of the presence 
of the characteristics of the Rathantara, — just as in the case of the 4 Sacri- 
ficial Post ’ (vide under Su. 43) then the answer is as follows : — 

SUTRA (46). 

That cannot be; because it is due to the presence of 

FUNCTIONS. 

Bhd§ya. 

What has been suggested cannot be right ; because it is, dm to the presence 
of functions that a piece of wood comes to be called the 4 Sacrificial Post ’ ; 
there is no tree in the world that is called ! YUpa' ('Sacrificial Post’); 
that piece of wood is called ‘ Sacrificial Post ’ which has undergone oertain 
embellishments ; hence the name, as found in the sentence ‘ the Saorificial 
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Post is made of Udumbara wood 5 / is one based upon certain embellish- 
ments. In the case in question however, the term ' KanvamthaiUara' as 
marked by certain well-defined characteristics is a name well known m the 
world ; it is so called, not in the sense of being the ‘ Bathanlam of the Kan-vas 
because if the term were taken as laying down the connection of the Sdman 
either with the character of Ratkantara or with Kanm, there would be a 
Syntactical Split.— Hence we conclude that the term ' kanvarathantara > 
is a conventional whole {and is not to be treated etymologically) ; and 
therefore the Sdman of that name has to be sung over its own basic verse 


(not over that of the Rathaniara). 





AdhiK ARANA (27) : At the ‘ Agnisiut sacrifice the ‘ Stotra ’ 
and * Shastra ’ hymns are not modified. 

StJTEA (49). 

The Cots being related to another deity, — the e Stotra 5 and 
the ‘ Shastra * should not be modified ; because they 

ARE ACTS. 

Bha§ya, 

There is the Ehaha sacrifice, Agniqtut, in connection with which we 
read — ‘ Agneya, gratia, bhavanti * (‘ Oups are dedicated to Agni ’). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — When the Archetypal 
Stotra and Shastra hymns come to be used at this Agni?tut, are the names of 
deities occurring therein to be modified in accordance with the deities of 
the Agnigput itself ? Or are the original names to remain unmodified ? 

In order to preclude all idea of modification in the case, the Sutra says— 
The Oups being related to another deity, the 1 Stotra 5 and the ‘ Shastra * should 
not be modified, became they are acts, — i.e. principal acts.- 

Question : *' Who is the person who could entertain the notion of there 
being a modification, whose notion the Sutra should have sought to set 
aside?'* 

It is that person of dull intelligence who may think that by modifica- 
tion, the mention of the relevant deity would be secured. Teaching 
imparted to persons of dull intelligence also is sometimes fruitful. Further, 
in comparison with some one or the other, all persons may be ‘ of dull 
intelligence 

If this does not satisfy (the questioner), we offer another explanation. 
There is an Adhihararyi that has gone before in Adhydya II {Pada ii, Sutras 
13-29) which has established the fact that the Stotra and other hymns are 
* principal acts * it is the useful purpose served by that Adhiharana that is 
explained by the present Sutra — The Gups being related, etc. etc. This being 
the reply to the question — “if the Stotra and Shastra are (subsidiary) acts 
‘of embellishment, what is the purpose of the Adhikarana ? ”,—the sense 
of the answer is that in that case, at the Agniqtut sacrifice there would be 
modification in accordance with the name of the relevant deity ; — while if 
they are ‘principal acts’, then — the Cups being related to another deity, the 
‘ Stotra ’ and the 1 Shastra' should not be modified - , became they are {principal) 
acts. 


Adhikarana (28) : At the i Chaturmasya ’ sacrifices , the 
invocation is to be done without modifying the 
term ‘ ajya \ 

SUTRA (60). 

[POrvapak§a (A)] — “In the case of ‘ Pr§ada.tya as there is 

DRINKING OF BOTH, THERE SHOULD BE MENTION OF * CURD 9 ; 
BECAUSE IN THE MANTRAS THERE IS MENTION OF 
WHAT IS TO BE DRUNK.” 



There are the Chdturmasya sacrifices laid down in the text — ‘ Desiring 
heaven, one should perform the Chaturmasya sacrifices * ; at these the Anuy&jaa. 
are offered, in connection with which it is declared — * Offers the Anuyaja 
sacrifices with Prgadajya (Mixed Clarified Butter, — Clarified Butter mixed 
with Curdled Milk)* ; — at the Archetype there is an invocation with the 
Mantra 1 Divan ajyapan avaha * (‘Invite the Deities who drink Clarified 
Butter ’) ; — this same invocation is indicated by the General Law as to be 
done at the sacrifices in question. 

In regard to this, there arises the question— At the Ectype (the Chatur- 
masya) is the invocation to be done without modifying the Mantra in any 
way ? Or should there be modification ? — If there is to be modification, 
should the word ‘ ajyapan ’ be changed into ‘ ajyapan dadhipan ’ (‘ drinkers 
of Clarified Butter, drinkers of Curd *) — or into ‘ dadhipan ’ (‘ drinkers of 
Curd) — or into ‘ prstadajyapdn ’ (‘drinkers of Prgadajya, mixed Clarified 
Butter ’) ? 

The Purvapakga (A) is as follows ; — ' “ There, should be mention of the Curd, 
also — i.e. of the Curd and also of the Clarified Butter, — Why ? — Became 
there is drinking of both ; i.e. both the substances are offered to the deity, 
and the Mantra says that what is offered is drunk ; and what is to be drunk 
has been mentioned, at the Archetype, by the word * ajyapan * (in the in- 
voking Mantra); — in the case in question, in place of ‘Clarified Butter’, 
we find laid down ‘ Curd and Clarified Butter in the text — ‘ Then he takes 
up the Pfqadajya , which consists of both. Clarified Butter and Curd, — it is 
the couple that, on pairing, becomes productive, — it is this couple therefore 
that becomes productive * ; where we find Curd mentioned on the same 
footing as Clarified Butter.. Hence both, the Curd as well as Clarified Butter 
should be mentioned in the invoking Mantra.” 
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SfJTRA (51). 

[PCrvapak?a (A) refuted]— In fact, that cannot be ; because it 
JB FOB THE SAKE OF ANOTHER, LIKE THE ‘ MASTER OF THE 

SACRIFICE.’ 

Bhdsya. 

It should not be, us suggested above, that Curd should be mentioned 
—Why ? — Because it is for the sake of another ; the substance to be drunk is 
for the purpose of another; i.e. the substance is mentioned as indicating 
the drinkers ; under the circumstances, if the drinkers have been indicated 
by the mention of the Clarified Butter , the purpose is duly served, and there 
is no need of indicating them further by the mention of the Curd.— As in the 
cam of the 1 master of the sacrifice ’ ; in the text ‘ Imam yajhatnavanyeva yajna- 
patim vardhdn \ the term ‘ yajha-pati 5 (‘master of the sacrifice’) has been 
used for the purpose of those men who offer libations, and it is not men- 
tioned for its own sake, and hence is always used in its unmodified form (in 
the singular), and no regard is paid to all the many sacrificers that may be 
there (in any particular case). Similarly in the case in question, the sub- 
stance to be drunk is mentioned for the sake of indicating the drinker, and 
not for its own sake ; and hence, inasmuch as the drinkers would be duly 
indicated by any one of the substances, there would be no need for making 
a mention of any other. 

StJTRA (52). 

[Says the Purmpak§in (A)]— “ But thebe must be mention of it, 

BECAUSE THE INVOCATION IS FOB THAT PURPOSE.” 

Bha$ya. 

“There should be mention of the Curd; and it could not be like the 
‘Boaster of the sacrifice’. The term ‘master of the sacrifice’ is not used 
for its own sake, it is used for eulogising the 7$a-cake ; — the invocation 
in question, on the other hand, is to serve as a reminder ; and it to necessary 
to remember the drinker as well as the substance drunk. Hence with a 
view to obeying the General haw, the other substance to be dnmk should also 
be mentioned.” 

SUTRA (53). 

[Purva'pakqin {A)’# argument answered ] — In fact, it is not so ; because 

THEBE IS A TERM DENOTING AN EMBELLISHMENT. 

Bka$ya. 

In fact, the Curd should not be mentioned ; there is a term denoting 
an embellishment — of the Clarified Butter— in the text * Prgadajyena amt- 
ydjdn yafctii where 8 prmd&jya * means mixed dfya ; and the Clarified 
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Butter becomes ‘mixed’ when it undergoes an embellishment in the process 
of mixing ; — and this mixed character i s clearly brought about in it by the 
Curd . — Hence it is clear that the Curd is meant to serve the totally different 
purpose of bringing about the mixed character, and not for being drunk ; 
consequently it should not be mentioned. 

SUTRA (54). 

[ The Purvapaksin argues again ] — “ There should be mention op it ; 

BECAUSE THE WORD SIGNIFIES A SUBSTANCE.” 

Bhasya. 

“ There should be mention of the Curd ; the Curd is as much a substance 
m the Clarified Butter ; — we have already explained that it is the principal 
factor that is enjoined in the text—' Then he takes up the Pr§adajya, ete. 
etc. (Bee under Su. 50, above), — -where the Curd as well as the Clarified 
Butter have been enjoined ; the sense being that * the sacrifice is to be offered 
with Curd and with Clarified Butter ’ ; in fact, the term ‘ pr$adafya ’ does not 
denote any different substance fit denotes only Curd and Clarified Butter] ; 
—hence it follows that the Curd must be mentioned.” 

StJTRA (55). 

[SlDDHANTA] — As THE CURD IS THE SUBORDINATE FACTOR, THE MANTRAS 
SHOULD SPEAK OF .* DRINKER OF CLARIFIED BUTTER ’ (ONLY) *, 

THE SUBORDINATE CHARACTER OF THE CURD BEING DUE 
TO THE FACT THAT THE TEXT SPEAKS OF THE 

Clarified Butter as the predominant 
FACTOR. 

Bhasya. 

It is not true that the Curd stands on the same footing as the Clarified 
But, ter, as regards predominance. Because, in the Taking up, it may be equal 
to the Clarified Butter, but not in the offering (at the sacrifice) ; the offering 
has been laid down as to be done with Clarified Butter, which is mixed ; — 
.thus, inasmuch as the Text speaks of the Clarified Butter as the predominant 
factor, the Curd should be a subordinate factor, in connection with the 
offering. It is not necessary that what has been asserted in connection with 
Taking up should become asserted in connection with offering. In fact, in con- 
nection with the offering, the Clarified Butter is indicated by Direct Assertion, 
as the instrument, — while the Curd would be so indicated only by Syntactical 
Connection. — “ Why then should the CSurd be taken up at ail ? ” — It is 
taken up so that when the Ourd is taken up, the mixed character of the Clari- 
fied Butter becomes apparent, 

From all this it follows that the Mantras should speak of ‘ ajfapdh * 
drinkers of Clarified Butter ’) alone, and there should be no mention of 
theOwrd. 
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SUTRA (56). 

[PffBVAPAX§A (B)]— “ VERILY THE'CuRD MUST BE MENTIONED, IT BEING 

THE PREDOMINANT FACTOR j SPECIALLY BECAUSE THE CLARIFIED 

Butter is connected with the first and last 

OPERATIONS.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ It is not right that the Mantras should speak of ‘ drinkers of Clarified 
Butter ’ and there should be no mention of the Curd. As a matter of fact, 
the term to be used in the Mantra should be * dadhipan ’ (‘ drinkers of Curd ’ ) ; 
as it is the Curd that is the predominant factor here.— Why ? — Became the 
Clarified Butter is connected with the first and last operations ; i.e. the ‘first’ 
operation is spreading and the ‘ lest ’ is Pouring outx as described in the 
following text — ‘ Yadi cha aattre yajeta dvirupastrniydt, sakrdabhighdrayet, 
etc. etc.' If one is performing the Sattra he should spread twice and pour 
out once, etc.’] ; and again ‘ Yadi prdvr§i yajUa, etc.' [‘ If one performs the 
sacrifice during the rains, he should spread once, and pour out twice ’]. — ■ 
This spreading is done for the purpose. of keeping something else upon it, 
and hence for the sake of that something else. This is what is expressed 
by the term ‘ upastrnati ’ (‘ spreads ’) and not the mere holding ; because 
as a matter of faot, the term ‘ upasprndti * is used when one thing is rendered 
fit for being the substratum of some other thing. Similarly the pouring out 
that the term * abhigharayatl ' (‘ pours out’) expresses is not the mere holding ; 
what it is understood to mean is that the pouring out is done in the presence of 
(in regard to) some other thing,— in order to secure the connection of that 
thing with the Clarified Butter (that is poured out). — By reason of these 
two operations — of spreading and pouring out (with which the Clarified Butter 
is connected), it follows that the Curd is the predominant factor, and the 
Clarified Butter also is subordinate to it.— From this it follows that it is 
the Curd alone that should be mentioned, not the Clarified Btitter." 

SUTRA (57). 

[Refutation of Purvapaksa (B)] — In fact, inasmuch as the Clarified 
Butter is the predominant factor, the mention would 

BE FOR THE SAXE OF QUALIFICATION , AND THE TERM 
COULD BE TAKEN, FIGURATIVELY , AS INDICATING 

EMBELLISHMENT. 

BMfya. 

In reality, it is not right that the Curd is the predominant factor and 
heaoe it should be mentioned ; as a matter of faot. it is the Clarified Butter 
that is the predominant factor ; as it is the Clarified Butter that serves a 
useful purpose through its connection with the ‘ sacrifice as laid down in 
the text ‘One offers the Anuyaja, sacrifices with mixed Clarified Butter*. 
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— When it is spread out , two things are accomplished— -(1) "it becomes 
carved out (for being offered), and (2) the Ourd also becomes spread out ; 
under the circumstances what the word expresses is that, when the embellish- 
ment comes to the Curd it is the embellishment of the container for purposes 
of the contained, and there is no need for the embellished curd itself. As for 
the ‘ mixed ’ character of the Clarified Butter, it is clearly perceived when it 
is brought about (by the mixing of the Curd), and it is this mixed character 
that is needed ; as the Clarified Butter laid down in the text is found to be 
qualified by the qualifying term ‘ pr§at * (‘mixed ’). — In the sacrifice itself, 
the Curd, which is indicated by Syntactical Connection, cannot be regarded 
as the instrument, so long as it is faced by the Clarified Butter which is directly 
asserted by the text. Hence the spreading out must be taken as being 
for the purpose of the holding of the Clarified Butter ; and then inevitably 
the Curd also would be held; so that the relation .of the container and 
contained being thus implied, it becomes like spreading {as if it were spreading) ; 
and thus it is in this figurative (indirect, secondary) sense that the term 
‘ spreads 5 has been used. — Similarly with the term * pours out * also. — Thus 
then the terms ‘ once ’ and ‘ twice ’ being found to be used for the purposes 
of qualification, the term ‘ spreads ’ or ‘ pours out ’ is to be taken figuratively 
as signifying embellishment. So also with the words ‘ o$adhi§veva pashun 
praliqthapayati \ ‘ Vrstyaiva pashunabhijigharti ’ [which are found at the 
end of the two texts quoted— (1) ‘ Yadi satire yajeta, etc . % and (2) * Yadi 
pravffi yajeta, etc. 

From all this, we conclude that the Mantras should contain the term 
‘ djyapdh ’ drinkers of Clarified Butter-). 

StJTRA (58). 

[PCTrvapak§a (C)] — “In pact, as there is change in the name, 

THE INDICATION SHOULD BE BY THAT.” 

Bhd§ya. 

The term ' a/pi va ’ implies the rejection of the views set forth above, 

“As a matter of fact, the Mantras should not contain the term ‘ ajyaptifr ’ 

' (‘ drinkers of Clarified Butter’), the term used should be ‘ prqaddjyapdn ' 
(‘ drinkers of mixed Clarified Butter ’). — Why f — Because the change 
is made in the name. only. As a matter of fact, there is mwfng of Clarified , 
Butter and Ourd; and the particular name ( prfaddjyd ’ applies to that 
substance which is equipped with the quality produced by the said mixing. 
— Just as there is in the case of- such names as i rdgdh , (Musical Melody) 

‘ Khddavah ’ (Sugar-Candy) and * Surd ? (Wine). — In all these cases we find 
& term applied figuratively (to a mixture) ; and the relation of expressed and 
expresser also is understood to be based upon the same figurative application.. 
It is . by means of this mixture (named ‘ prsaddjya ’) that the sacrifice is- 
declared as to be accomplished— in the text ‘ Pf$addjyendnuyajdn yajati\ — 
From all this it follows that the word Used should be ‘ prfaddjyapdn V’ 
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SUTRA (59). 

[. Refutation of Purmpakm (0)]— That cannot be ; because the text 

LAYS DOWN A QUALITY. 

BM§ya. 

It cannot be that the term 1 prsadajya’ is figuratively expressive of 
the mixed substance,— just like 'the term ‘ raga ’ (‘ musical melody -which 
also is a mixture). It is true that in the case of the term ‘ musical melody 
there is figurative application, which application has been learnt from 
common parlance. In the case in question, however, it is understood that 
a quality is actually produced in the Clarified Butter.- — “How so?”- — 
The term ‘ djya ’ denotes Clarified Butter, — the term * gwgat ’ denotes mixed 
character, as is found in several such instances as ‘ prgadrajjuh \ ‘ prganmanih % 
£ pfQanmrgah \ So that when these two terms — ‘ prsat ’ and * djya ’ — are 
uttered together, the idea obtained is that of the mixed Clarified Butter . 
and hehoe the term can be reasonably applied to that alone. 

Hence we conclude that in the Mantra , there should be mention of 
‘ djya * alone, — as, mixed or unmixed, it will always be djya. 


End of Pdda iv of Adhydya X. 


ADHYAYA X. 

PADA V. 

Adhikaraisa (1) : When out of a number of things, only a 

few are to be selected , it is the first ones that should 
be selected . 

SUTRA (1). 

When a dumber of things are mentioned in a definite order, 

AND ONLY A FEW HAVE TO BE SELECTED, WHAT COMES LATER 
SHOULD BE LEFT OUT, — AS IN THE CASE OF 
ARRIVALS. 

BM§ya. 

There are certain declarations regarding parts of things — (a) ‘ What is 
dedicated to Dyavd-Prthivi is baked on one pan (6) ‘What is dedicated 
to the Ashvins is baked on two pans’, (c) 'What is dedicated to Vipiu is 
baked on three pans ’ ; — and the whole lot of pans also are mentioned in tin- 
declaration — ‘One should offer the cake baked on eight pans to Agni 
[The total number of pans is eight ; of these, under (a) one is to be taken, — 
under (6), two — and under (c), three]. — Similarly, there are the declarations— 
(a) ‘ One should perform the Two-day sacrifice (b) * One should perform the 
Three-day sacrifice (c) * One should perform the Four-day sacrifice \ 
(d) * One should perform the Five-day sacrifice (e) ‘ One should perform 
the Six-day sacrifice’, (/) ‘One should perform the Seven-day sacrifice’, 
(g) ‘ One should perform the Eight-day sacrifice \ ( h ) 4 One should perform 
the Nine-day sacrifice % (£) ‘One should perform the Ten-day sacrifice’, 
‘One should perform the Eleven-day sacrifice’; in all these, parts of the 
whole have been mentioned ; the whole lot is mentioned in the declaration— 
‘ If a man is desirous of offspring, one should make him perform the Twehe- 
day sacrifice \ — Similarly, in the declarations^— [a) ‘ He recites one Sdmidhini 
verse’, { b ) * He recites three Samidheni verses ’, — where parts of the whole are 
mentioned,— the whole lot being mentioned in the declaration ‘He recites 
fifteen Samidheni verses 

In regard to all these cases, there arises the question — When a few out 
of the whole lot have to be selected, should those that come first be taken 
up and those that come later abandoned ? Or should there be option (one 
selecting any that he likes) ? 

The apparently right view is as follows : — When a number of things are 
mentioned in a definite order — of sequence, — and. only a few have to be selected , 
—what we assprt is that what comes later should be left out, and those that 
come first should be taken in.— £ ‘ What is the reason for this ? ’—What 
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comes first is most important, while what comes later is unimportant, — and 
between the important and the unimportant, if one has to be left out, it is 
the unimportant that should be left out, and the important taken in. This 
is what is made clear under Sutra 12. 2. 23. — As in the case of arrivals ; — 
in the case of assemblies and groups, when fresh arrivals come in, they do 
so without displacing those already seated there, similarly in the case in 
question it should be the same fi.e. those that come later should not displace 
those that have come before]. 

SUTRA (2). 

Also because we find indicative texts. 

Bhasya, 

For the following reason also, the earlier ones should be taken in and the 
later oneB rejected. — “For what reason?” — There is the following text 
indicating the said conclusion — ‘ Lupyeta vd etat sa?}hamaho yat pafkkd- 
h&nupayanti, lupyeta vd etat ?a$ham kapdlam yat pahchakapdlam n irmpant i \ 
where what is declared is the omission of the sixth, not of the first. 

StJTRA (3). 

[Purvapaksa argument against Siddhdnta — continued] — “In reality, 

THERE SHOULD BE OPTION, BECAUSE OF EQUALITY.” 

Bhasya. 

“ It is not right that the earlier ones should be taken in ; as a matter 
of fact, there should be option ; one may take in either the earlier or the 
later one.— Why ? — Because of equality ; the rejection of the later stands on 
the same footing as the rejection of the earlier ; there is no Direct Assertion 
of the rejection of the earlier, or of the rejection of the later. Either the 
important or the unimportant factor may be taken up, — in either case what 
would be taken up would be something connected with the Archetype, and 
it makes no difference if what is taken up is important or unimportant ; 
for there is no special text to the effect that * it is the important one that 
should be taken in ’.—Hence there should be no restriction (as to the taking 
up of the later or the earlier ones).” 

SfJTRA (4). 

[Purvapak^a-arguTnerU — continued] — “ When there is a fixed order 

Ot SEQUENCE, THEN ALONE SHOULD THE IMPORTANT COME 

■■ ' ■ at the end.” 

Bhasya. 

“ It has been argued (by the Siddhdntin) — * In assemblies and groups* 
the later arrival comes in without displacing those already sitting there* 
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and the same should be done in the case in question also — In the case 
cited, it is only right that it should be so, because when a place is already 
occupied by persons already arrived, the new arrival does not occupy that 
place, and comes in at the end, for the simple reason that it is not possible 
for him to do otherwise. In the case in question, however, we are con- 
sidering a case where there is no position already occupied ; what we are 
considering is, which one or two of the pans out of the eight should come in ; 
so that there is no position already occupied by any pan of which there 
would be displacement.” 

SUTRA (5). 

[PTirvapaksa -argument — concluded ] — “ As for the indicative text, 
THAT IP EQUABLY APPLICABLE TO BOTH VIEWS ; AS WHAT 
IT SPEAKS OF IS THE NUMBER.” 

Bhdsya. 

“The Siddhantin has quoted the indicative text — * LupyZia vd Mat 
mgthamahah , etc. and has argued that this shows that it is the sixth, not 
the first, that should be omitted. — But this is equally applicable to both 
views, i.e. also to the view that there should he "option. Because what the 
term '’•sastha ’ speaks of (denotes) is the completion of a certain number } 
anyone of the lot being omitted, that one would be the sixth which would 
complete the number ‘ six’,-— -be it the first or the middlemost or the last ,* 
just as it is said ‘ the sixth brother is not seen’, when either the youngest 
or the eldest or the middlemost of the brothers is not seen. So should it be 
in the case in question also.” 

SUTRA (6). 

[Purvapalcsa -arguments answered) — As A matter of fact, the opera- 
tion SHOULD ALWAYS PROCEED FROM THE BEGINNING ; AS THE 
COMMENCEMENT IS ALWAYS FROM THE BEGINNING; 

AND THE LATER ONE SHOULD BE TAKEN UP ONLY 
WHEN THERE IS A DECLARATION TO THAT 

EFFECT. 

Bhdsya. 

The term * vd * (‘ as a matter of fact ’) implies the rejection of the view 
set forth above. 

The operation should always proceed from the beginning . — “ Why ? ” — 
Because. the commencement is always from the beginning ; whenever a number 
of things appear in a definite order of sequence, any operation that is done 
over them should always commence from the beginning ; that is, the operation 
Should Start with the first, then it should go on to the secoqd ; when it would 
be done to the first, it would be done without having started with anything 
else;— -when the first thing has been operated upon, then it passes it on 
to ffhe next thing ; but the first thing has to ho operated upon without the 
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operation having been done to anything else. And so long as the operation 
begins with the first thing, the objection of wrong beginning cannot apply 
to it. Hence it follows that in all cases, whenever an operation has to be 
done in a certain order of sequence, it should commence with the first thing. 

Then again, the occasion for the operation to be done over the first 
thing is already there, — nor is there anything wrong in the operations having 
commenced with that. As regards the later things, on the other hand, 
even though the occasion of the operation may have arrived, yet, inasmuch 
as the requisite number will have been already made up, there would be 
nothing wrong in their being omitted. 

From all this it follows that the earlier ones should be taken in and 
the later ones given up. 

Such being the course dictated by reason, — if in any case, there is 
a declaration to the effect, the operation may be done to the later ones by 
skipping over the middle ones. As we find in the case of the declarations— 
‘ Apavarhigah prayajdn ycvjati ‘ apavarhi§au anuydjau yajati \ — Whenever 
there is no declaration to the contrary, the only reasonable course is to omit 
the later ones. 



Adhikarana (2) : At the ‘ Elcatrika ’ sacrifice the singing 

should he done over the first .Verse-triad. 

StJTRA (7). 

f PCtrvapaks a] — ‘ * At the Ekatrika sacrifice, during the Midday 
Pavamana, the singing should be done over the first 
VERSE OF EACH OF THE THREE VERSE- TRIADS ; BECAUSE 
THE THREE METRES HAVE BEEN SPOKEN OF 
IN THE SHRUTI.” 

Bhd$ya. 

There is the Ekatrika sacrifice thus described — 1 Athaisa ekairikah 
tasyaikasydm bahifpavamdnam., tisr§u hoturajyam ; ekcisyam maitrdva- 
runasya, ttsr$u brdhnmndchchhamsinah, — ekasyamachchhdvd kasya, tisr$u 
madhyandinah pavamanah \ 

In regard to this last Madhyandina {Midday) Pavamana, there arises 
the question— Should the singing be done over the first verse of each of 
the verse-triads ? Or over the first verse-triad itself ? 

The Purvapaksa is as. follows : — “ At the Ekatrika sacrifice, during the 
Midday Pavamana, the singing should be done over the first verse of each 
of the verse -triads constituting the hymns. — Why ?— Because the three 
metres have been spoken oj in the Shruti ; in connection with the Archetype, 
three metres have been spoken of in the Veda, in the text— 1 Trichchhandd 
avdpah, madhyandinah pavamanah pahchasdmd ’ ; and these metres become 
admissible into the sacrifice in question, under the General Law ; and these 
can be so brought together only if the singing is done to the first verse of 
each of the ‘ verse-triads’. — Hence the singing should be done to the first - 
verse of each of the ‘ verse-triads 

StTRA (8). 

IN REALITY, IT SHOULD BE FROM THE BEGINNING ; AS THIS IS THE 
REASONABLE COURSE ; THE OTHER COURSE BEING MERELY 
INFERENTIAL. 

Bhd§ya. 

The term ‘ vd ’ (‘in reality ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above. v 

In fact, the singing should be done to the first verse-triad ; such would 
be the reasonable course ; as only thus would the order of sequence be 
preserved ; — as for the other view, in which the implications of the metres 
would be followed, it would be only inferential, as based upon the implications 
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of the Genera! Law. — -Says the Opponent—" The order of sequence also is 
something pertaining to the Archetype, and hence the following of that 
also would be inferential”.— Our answer to that is that, between the two 
‘ inferential ’ courses, the adopting of the order of sequence is better. — 
“ Why ? ” — Because in that case, the Gavatrl -metre lrnvihg been dealt with 
in the first verse, the second hymn -verse is begun ; and when an operation 
has been begun with the first factor, then alone it goes on to the subsequent 
factors so long as no factor lias been operated upon, the whole matter 
can be optional, — not when a factor has been actually operated upon ; 
and when one has been operated upon, no other can take its place ; what 
has to be done in this case is the completion of what has been begun ; — so 
that, there being no possibility of both coming in, there can be no opt ion, as 
to whether what has been begun should be completed or something new should 
be begun. In fact, when one goes on to complete what has been begun 
he does what has been enjoined ; while if he omits it, he fails to do what 
has been enjoined ; hence it follows that what has been begun should be 
completed and when that has been completed, the purpose for which 
any other optional alternative could come in having been already served by 
it, there can be no occasion for that alternative. Thus then, the fright 
course is to adopt the order of sequence, not the exigencies of the metre. 

Says the Opponent — “If the operation is done over the Gdyafri-meire, 
it means that it has been started over the later Trisfup-m&tve also.” 

Answer — -True, it becomes started ; but not without having done the 
second and the third When the verse-triad will have thus been completed 
through these, there would be no further need for any metres. — Thus the 
order of sequence of the first hymn to the subsequent hymns being apparent, 
it is better to adopt that order than the metres. 

SOTRA ({*). 

It should be in accordance with the same position as in the 
Archetype, as the modification is in the number oney. 

BM§ya. 

f or the following reason also the singing should be done over the verse- 
triad. — Why 1—I.t should be in accordance with the same position as in the 
Archetype ; when the three hymns come in by virtue of the declaration, 
there is modification only of the number, at the ‘ midday * function. 

“ List as there is no modification of the order of sequence, so there 
should be no modification of the metres also.” 

Answer — True, that is so ; but the adopting of the order of sequence 
is of greater importance than that of the metres. 

Par these reasons also the singing should he done over the verse-triad. 



Adhikabana (3) : The 4 Dhuh-Saman 9 should be sung 

over one Verse. 

StJTEA (10). 

[HTevapak^a] — In the case of the * Dhuh —the singing should 

BE DONE OVER THE \VeRSE-TBIAD \ 

Bkd§ya. * 

There is the Ekatrika-sacrifice, described in the following passage:— 
* Athaisa ekatrikah, tasya ekasydm hahi§pavamdnam, tisfQu hoturdjyam 
ekasydm madtravarwnasya, tisrsu brahmaiwchcMiamsinah, ekasyamachchhava - 
kasya, tisr§u mddhyandinah pammdnah ’.—There are certain. Saman- chants 
styled ‘ Dhuh-sdman ’. 

In regard to these latter, there arises the question — Are these Samans 
to be sung over the Verse -triad ? Or over only one verse ? 

The Purmpakqa is as follows : — “ In the case of the ‘ Dhuh- Samans ’ 
the singing should be done over the ‘ Verse-triad’ . By so doing the General 
Law indicating the coining in of the Verse-triad would be duly followed. 
Hence the singing should be done over the Verse-triad.” 

StJTRA (11). 

{SlDDHANTA] — IN BEAUTY, IT SHOULD BE DONE OVER ONE (VEKSE) 
ONLY ; BECAUSE THE SINGING HAS THE CHARACTER OF 
BEING REPEATED. 

Bhasya. 

In reality, it should be sung over one verse only ; because the singing 
has to be repeated, on the authority of the Direct Declaration, which is to 
the effect that — ‘ They chant over the Dhuh repeatedly ; they worship with 
repeated chanting ’ ; — and what is there that Direct Declaration cannot do ? 
— Hence we conclude that in the case of the Dhuh-Sdman, the chanting 
should be done over a single verse. 


Adhikarana (4): At the ‘ Dvirdtra ’ and other sacrifices , 

the 'procedure of the * Dashardtra * to 6e 
adopted . 

SUTRA (12). 

From among the Injunctions, .inasmuch as (two) abe original, 

THE ACCESSORY DETAILS SHOULD BE RESTRICTED THROUGH 

■ INDICATIVE TEXTS., . 

BMsya. ■ 


There are the Dvirdtra and other Afut~gana sacrifices, laid down in the 
text *3 — 8 One should perform the Dvirdtra sacrifice ’ and ho forth. 

In regard to these, there arisen the question— Is the procedure of the 
entire Dvddmhdha sacrifice admitted into these ? Or that of the Dashardtra 
only, leading aside the Prayaniya and the Udayaniya ? 

The Pitrvapaksa is that— “ inasmuch as there is no ground for dis- 
crimination, the procedure of the entire Dvddushaha should coroe in.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta :—Prom among the 
injunctions, as the two — those relating to the Prayaniya and the Udayaniya 
— are original, — i.e. they cannot be regarded as preceded by another, — the 
procedure that should be admitted into the Dvirdtra and the rest is that of 
the Dashardtra.-*-" For what reason?” — Because the Procedure should 
be restricted by the indicative text. — “What is the indicative text 
It is said — ‘ That which is the first is the second, that which is the second is 
the third and it takes in the J again * ; — -what this means is this — •* That which 
is the first at the Dvirdtra is the second at the Dvddmhdha, i.e. the Gdyatra ; 
that which is the second at the Dvirdtra is the third (at the Dvddmhdha), 
i.e. the Trai$pubha, which takes in the JagatV ; this shows clearly that at the 
third Ahan of the tjadaha, the Jdgata becomes inoluded in'something else ; and 
this indicates the coming in of the Dashardtra. — The phrase * that which is 
the first* roust be taken as referring to the Dvirdtra, on the basis of the 
Context ; — the phrase * is the third * should be taken as referring to the 
Dvddashdha, as there can be ho 1 third ’ at the Dvirdtra. — There is yet another 
indicative text — £ Qdyatra is the first Ahan, Traiqtubha is the second, which 
takes in the Jagati which also shows that the third- Ahan of the ftadaha 
is inoluded in another. — Prom all this it follows that it is the Procedure of 
the Dashardtra that should find place in the Dvirdtra. 



In the sentence ‘ Dvirdtrena yajUa ’ we have the term ‘ rdtra ’ ; so -also 
we have, the same term in the name ‘ Dashardtra '‘ ; from this indicative of 
the Archetype, it follows that the Procedure of the Dashardtm is to be 
admitted into the Dvirdtra ; and this is what is shown by the various indica- 
tives. 


Adhikarana (5) : From among the Mantras laid down as 
to he used for the ‘ Fanning ’ of the Fire, any seven 
may he used , without any restriction. 

SUTRA (14). 

Is- THE CASE OF NUMBERS NOT DEALT WITH BEFOREHAND, THERE 
SHOULD BE OPTION, AS ALL SERVE THE SAME PURPOSE. 

Bhasya. 


(A) In connection with Fire-laying, certain Mantras are laid down as 
to be used for the Fanning of the Fire—* VesUn&m tvdpatmannddhunomi , 
etc. etc.' m reference to these it is said—* One fans the Fire with seven * — 
(B) Similarly, there are certain Mantras laid down as to be used for the 
‘Scattering’ of the Fire-* Fd ogadUh etc. ’ in reference to these, it is 
said—* Scatters tlio 3Tiro with fourteen.’. 





In regard to these, there arises the question— Should the first ones 
(seven or fourteen) alone be used ? Or should there be no restriction at all 7 
The Purvapafya is that, “in accordance with the conclusion arrived 
at under Sutra 8 above, the first ones alone should be used ”, 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta :—In the cam of 
numbers not dealt with beforehand, -i.e. those that have no connection with 
an original Archetype — we assert that wherever we find them, there should 
be option ; as it is only thus that all the numbers come to have their use * 
if only the first ones were taken up, the mention of some of the Mantras 
(later ones) would be entirely useless. And yet, from the Context we under- 
stand that these also are connected with * scattering ’.—Those that are 
connected with an original Archetype become utilised in connection with 
the performance of that Archetype.— Hence on the ground that some Mantras 
wouM become useless, the abandoning of the principal numbers (earlier 

AUAfll hAAAmna mafifinkln v 


AdhikaRaNa (6) : At the * Vivrddhastorm* sacrifice, 

* Samcms 5 way 6e brought in even from outside 
the Context 

SOTRA (15). 

£SP0rmpak#a]— ' In cases where there is augmentation of 

‘Stomas’, the requisite number should be made up by 

THE REPETITION OF THOSE OCCURRING- IN THE SAME 

Context, without any modification; as the 

NUMBER IS A SUBORDINATE FACTOR AND NONE 
OTHER HAS BEEN 8POKEN OF.” 

Bhasya. 

Those sacrifices form the subject-matter of consideration here wherein 
there is augmentation of ‘ Stomas such, for instance, as — ‘ Ekavimshina 
atirdlreria praj&kaman yiijayU LrinavUna ojaskdmctm, trayastrimsMna 
prcai^guikSsnam* (where there is an increase in the numbers, 21, 27, 33]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is the increased number to 
be made up by the repeating of the original Samans occurring in the Context 
itself ? Or by bringing in 'new ones from outside the Context ? 

The view that presents itself is that there should be no restriction, as 
there is no ground for discrimination. 

Against this, we have the following Purvapak$a : — “ In cases where there 
is awjmenUition of Stomas, the requisite number should be made up by repeti- 
tion; as thus only those would be admitted that occur in the Context 
otherwise those would be brought in which have no connection with the 
Context. As a matter of fact, the particular number is laid down as a factor 
subordinate to the Samans occurring in the Context, which, are the 
principal factor ; it is not laid down as the principal factor. Nor is there 
any other Saman spoken of— -directly enjoined by a text. And there is as 
much wrong in assuming what has not been enjoined as there is in omit- 
ting to do what ir enjoined. — From all this we conclude that the Samans 
occurring in the Context should be repeated, just as in the case of the Dhufy- 
Samcm (Vide Adhikarana 3, above).” 

StJTRA (16). 

[SlDDHiNTA] — As A MATTER OF FACT, IT SHOULD BE DONE BY IMPORTA- 
TION J BECAUSE REPETITION HAS NOT BEEN ENJOINED. 
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SHABARA-BHl$YA : 


The requisite number should be made up by importing Samans not 
occurring in the Context. — “ Why ? ” — Because repetition has not been 
enjoined. All that is laid down is that * Bkavirhshena atirdtrerta prajd- 
kaman ydjayet And there is as much wrong in doing what is not enjoined 
as there is in omitting what is enjoined. 

Objection But importation also has not been enjoined.” 

Answer — When both ( importation and repetition) are such as have not 
been enjoined, importation is the more reasonable of the two ; because the 
number made up by the importation of fresh Samans would be appropriate, 
while that made up by repetition would be inappropriate. — Hence we con- 
clude that the number should be made up by importing fresh Samans from 
outside the Context. 

SUTRA (17). 

Also because Number rests on separateness. 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also the number should be made up by im- 
portation. — •“ For what reason ? ” — Number rests on separateness ; for instance, 
when we speak of ‘ eight jars ' (it means that there are eight separate jars). 
If there were mere repetition, there would no separateness. Hence it follows 
that the number should be made up by importation. 

SUTRA (18). 

Because of the term ‘ parak \ 

Bhd?ya. 

For the following reason also the number should be made up by importa- 
tion. — “ For what reason ? ” — Because the term ‘ parak ’ has been used 
in the text — * Parak bahi^pavamanena stuvanti ’ (‘ They hymn with the later 
'Bdhi^pavamdna ') ; — and the term ‘parak ’ denotes non-repetition ; as we 
pad in the text ‘ Parachih sdmidMniranvaha ’ (‘ Recites the later SdmidMrii 
verses’), where it is understood that the SamidMms meant are those that 
have not been repeated. — From this also it follows that there should he 
importation. 

SUTRA (19). 

Also because in this way there is no modification of what has 

BEEN DECLARED. 

Bha$ya. 

For the following reason 'also there should be importation. — Because 
in this way there is no modification of what has been declared. — “ What is this 
non-modification ? ” — It means non-repetition ; there would be this ‘ modi- 



fication ’ if tho Sdmans were repeated ; and it has been declared that — * It 
becomes a flaw in the sacrifice if any one thing is done over again \ 


[Objection ] — “ Inasmuch as it has hot been iato dow [thebe 
CAHHOT BE EKPOETATION] ”, — IF THIS IS XXBGED [then the 
answer is as in the next Sutra]. 


Bhdsya. 


If it be urged, as has been urged before, that “Importation also has 
not been laid down ”, — this has to be refuted (which is done in the following 
Sutra). 


SUTRA (21). 


The injunction t.ats down the meastjee of those that aee implied 

BY THE BEQPIEEMEHTS. 


Bhdsya. 


Sdmans are enjoined by the requirements. — “ By what requirements ! ” 
— By the* requirements of such sentences as ‘ Bkavimsh&na atiratrena praja- 
M mem ydjayet \ Unless Sdmans are brought in from outside, the numbers 
mentioned in these sentences cannot be appropriately made up. Hence 
what the sentence does is that it lays down the measure of the things that 
are implied by the requirements, and having served this purpose m tim 
manner, it cannot stop the importation of fresh Sdmans necessitated by the 
sentence ‘ Mkavimshena atiratrena prajakdmam ydjayet ’.—Hence it follows 
that the number in question should be made up by importation. 


SUTRA (22). 


Bhdsya. 

lowing reason also wo conclude 

i mention of ' avapa ' (insertion), in - ^ 

sacrifice — Qayatri, BfhaS and 

in thev exclude *. This cannot be explained if 



SHABARA-BHl§YA 


SUTRA (23). 


Also because of the force of the laying down of the 

S AMAHS. 


For the following reason also, there should be importation. — “ For what 
reason ? ” — Thus alone would the laying down of the Samans serve 
a useful purpose, — the Samans being laid down in the following passage. 
4 There are 10,114 Samans along with their subsidiaries and esoteric 
details; — all these the Scma-singers chant; there are 180 dedicated to 
Agni, 400 Pavamdnas , 27 dedicated to Indra, which the Sama-sirigers chant — 
If it were not so, then the laying down of the Samans would be entirely 
useless. — For this reason also we conclude that there should be importation 
of Samans from outside the sacrifice. 


StJTRA (24). 

“In the case of the ‘ DhGh-Saman ’ also’— if this be urged 
[then the answer will be as contained in SO.. 25]. 

Eha§ya. 

It has been argued that “ just as it is in the ease of the Dhuh-Sdman, 
so in the present case also ’’.—This has got to be refuted (which is going to 
be done in the next Sutra). 

SUTRA (25). 

Not so ; because they are actually characterised 

BY REPETITION, 


Bhdsya. 

What is asserted here cannot apply to the Dhuh-Sdmans ; because these 
are characterised by repetition ; as is clearly shown by the following passage 
bearing upon them — ‘They hymn repeatedly over the Dhuh-Sdmans ; 
and with the Pftfhas they worship repeatedly again’. So that in their 
case the repetition is made on the strength of this declaration. There is no 
such declaration bearing upon the case in question. Henoe the two cases 
are not similar. Consequently it is only right that in the case in question, 
the number should be made up by importation. 




Adeotkabana (7) : In the case of the ‘ Bahispavamdna \ 

there should be importation of the verse ( not 
of the Saman). 

StJTRA (26). 

In the case of the * Bahispavamana ’ however, there should be 

IMPORTATION OF THE VERSE ; AS THERE IS TO BE ONLY ONE SAMAN. 

Bhd$ya. 

In regard to those sacrifices at which there is an augmentation of 
Stomas, — there arises the question-— In the case of the Bahispavamdna, should 
there be importation or repetition of the Samans 1 

The Purvapdksa is that— “ In accordance with the conclusion arrived 
at in the preceding Adhikarana, there should be importation”. 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta: — In the case of 
the Bahispavamdna however, it is not so (i.e. there is no importation of 
Saman) ; because in that case there is importation of the verse.— “ Why ? ” 
Because, there is to be only one Sdman.— 1 How so ? ” — When in connec- 
tion with the later two Pavatndnas, one pronounces the syllable * At A’ with 
each verse-triad, why, at the Bahispavamdna, does one pronounce the 
syllable ‘ hih ’ only once ? — This is due to the declaration that—* One should 
say that there is only one Sdnum — the Oayatra, which is Svdra ’ ; — when 
therefore it is known that there is to be only one Sdman, the requisite number 
should he made up by the importation of a verse ; and the same Sdman 
should be repeated. 


, 

, 

' 


Adhikarana (8) : In the case of the Sdmidheni verses , the 
■ remaining number is to he made up by Importation. 

StJTRA (27). 

[P&rvapaksa] — "But in the case of the SImedhBnx verses, the 

HUMBER IS TO BE MADE UF BY REPETITION ; BECAUSE THEBE 

is Repetition at the Archetype.” 

Bhdsya. 

There are the Darsha-Pumaindsa sacrifices, in connection with which 
there are several numbers of Sdmidheni verses laid down as to be recited 
with a view to various rewards : — (a) ‘ For one desiring a good standing, 
he should recite 21*; (6) ‘For orte desiring Brahmic glory, he should recite 
24 ’ ; (c) ‘ For one desiring food, he should recite 21 ’ ;—(d) * For one desiring 
a good standing, he should recite 22 * ; (e) ‘ For one deairing cattle, he should 
recite 20 ■*, 

in regard to all this there arises the question — In the case of the Sami- 
dhenl verses, should the requisite number be made up by importation ? Or 
by repetition ? Or by repetition to the declared extent and the rest by 
importation ? —[There are really only eleven verses that have been called 
* Sdmidheni * ; and there is a text declaring that ‘ the first should be recited 
thrice, and the last should be recited thripe \ Thus the sense of the last 
alternative put forward iu the question, is that up to fifteen, the number may 
be made up by repetition, in the manner laid down in this text, the declared 
repetitions of the first and the last verses giving us the fifteen verses,— and 
all the rest of the numbers are to be made up by bringing in fresh verses 
from elsewhere. 1 

The view that presents itself as the apparently correct one is that — 
“ in accordance with the conclusion arrived at in the preceding Adhikarana, 
there should be importation (in every case) ; further, as in the ease of repeti- 
tion, the ideh conveyed would be the same, the number made up thereby 
would not be appropriately made up; hence there should be importation 
[in the making up of all numbers beyond the original eleven] 

In answer to this we have the following view [PuroapakgaJ — “ But the 
number should be made up by repetition ; — the term ‘but’ sets aside the 
above view, — the sense being that there should be no importation, there 
should be repetition. — Why ?- — Became there is repetition at the Archetype. 
At the Archetypal sacrifice, the (increased) number has been (declared to 
be) made up by repetition — ■* He recites the first thrice, he recites the last 
thrioe \ — How so ? — The Vedic text has declared that ‘ there are fifteen 
Sdmidheni verses’; of these, eleven have been mentioned in the Vedic 
text; — and the question arising as to whether the additional four verses 
required to make up the number fifteen are to be obtained by repetition or 
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by importation , — it has been definitely laid down that ‘ he should reeite the 
first thrice, he should recite the last thrice \ — which means that it must be 
these two first and last verses alone that should be repeated , and they should 
be repeated as many times as would yield the required number fifteen ; — 
this is the idea conveyed by the specification of ‘ thrice ’ ; and in this way it 
serves a visible purpose ; if the declaration were taken as laying down the 
number ‘three’, then it would be necessary to assume an invisible trans- 
cendental result.- — From all this it follows that in the case in question also 
(where the numbers 21, 22, 24 and 26 liave to be made up), — which is based 
upon the said Archetype, — there should be as many repetitions of the first 
and the last verses as would yield the required number.” 


SUTRA (28). 

{Objection against the Purvapaksa ] — “ ‘ It cannot be so, as there would 
be no difference if this is ubged [then we answer 
as follows].” 


Bhdsya. 


“ This argument has been put forward above ; and it has got to be 
refuted [this refutation follows in the next Sutra].” 


SUTRA (29). 


[Objection answered by Purcapaksin] — “ There should be (repetition), 

BECAUSE IT TAKES AFTER THE ARCHETYPE ; HENCE, AS AT THE 

Archetype so here also, the verse should be 

REPEATED TILL THE REQUIRED NUMBER IS 
MADE UP.” 


Bhdsya. 

“ There should be repetition ; — why ? — because the Ecfcype should 
take after the Archetype ; hence till the required number is made up, the 
verse should be repealed ; as it is only thus that it would be done as at the 
Archetype; and the repetition may be regarded as appropriate on the 
strength of the General Law. From all this it follows that there should 
be repetition.” 

SUTRA •($>). 

[Sn>DHlNTA] — As A MATTER OF FACT, IT SHOULD BE AS DECLARED ; 
BECAUSE THE EXACT EXTENT HAS BEEN PRESCRIBED. 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ vd ’ (‘ as & matter of fact ’) implies the rejection o! the view* 


1874 


shaba3A-bhA§ya : 


It is not right that the first and last verses should be repeated as many 
times as would yield the required number ; in fact, there should be repetition 
in accordance with the declaration and the remaining number should be 
made up by importation. — Why so ? — Became the extent — of the repetition— 
— has been prescribed ; the exact extent of the repetition has been laid down 
in the declaration—' He recites the first thrice, and he recites the last thrice ’ ; 
here the number three is meant to stand for three repetitions, not for repetitions 
completing t any required number ; hence in the manner suggested, the direct 
declaration would be followed ; in the other case recourse would have to be had 
to indirect indication. — It has been argued that— “in the manner of the 
Purvapak$a, the method serves a visible purpose — This however is not right ; 
because what has got to be followed is the declaration regarding the ‘ three ’ ; 
as for the visible purpose of making up the number, that could be done 
also by two repetitions of the first and four of the last verse; — and yet it is 
necessary that there should be three repetitions each of the first and last 
verses, and it is by this means that the requisite number should be made up.— 
In the case in question also, the number is made up by the same repetition ; 
hence also it is the repetition that makes up the requisite number. At the 
Archetypal sacrifice the first and last verses haye been repeated thrice and 
the requisite number (fifteen) has been thus made up ; — the same should be 
done in the case in question also ; the first and last verses should be repeated 
thrice and the requisite number should be made up ; — but in connection 
with the Archetype, there is hothing to tell us that the requisite number is, 
to be made up by the repetition ; all that we learn from the declaration is that 
there should be repetition (of the first and last verses), that the requisite 
number should be made up is got at only by implication ; hence it is by 
implication that the requisite number has been made up by means of the 
declared repetition. What, however, is done at the Archetype by mere 
implication is not included under the General Law ; hence the General Law 
(as applied to. the case in question) cannot be taken to mean that the requisite 
number (21, 22, etc.) should always be made up by the repetition (of the first and 
last verses). Under the circumstances, there should be repetition only to the 
extent laid down (Le. the first and last verses should each be repeated 
thrice) and the remaining number should be made up by importation. 

SUTRA (31). 

Also because we see addotonal ohbs. 

Bhdgya. 

For the following reason also there should be importation : As a matter 
of fact, we find additional verses also spoken of ; for instance, in the text — - 
‘ Afa jagatyd paridadhydt, yajjagatyd paridadhydt tacchchhand&rmi gamayet, 
tri$tubha paridadh&ti ’ ; here we find the introduction of the JagcAi mentioned ; 
there would be no possibility of the JagafU coming in if there were to be 
only repetition (of the first and last verses, neither of whioh is in the Jagati 
metre). -From this also it follows that there should be importation. 
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SUTRA (32). 

[Objection ] — “lx the case of actions also it would be the same”, 
— if this is ueged [then the answer is as given in 
the next Sutra]. 

Bha§ya. 

Says the Opponent — “ If yon think that having repeated the verses 
to the declared extent, the rest of the numbers should be made up by im- 
portation, — then the same might be done in the case of the actions of the 
singing of the Dhuh-Saman 

SUTRA (33). 

Not so ; because rr has been enjoined. 

Bhasya. 

It is not true that the same might be done in the case of the singing 
Of the Dhuh-Saman ; because in that case, repetition has been actually laid 
down — ‘In the case of the Dhufy , — they hymn by repetition, etc. etc,’ : in 
the case in question however, there is no such declaration. — From all this it 
follows that having repeated the verses to the extent declared, the rest of 
the number should be made up by importation. 






Adhikarana (9): The i Sodashin 9 appertains to the 
Archetype. 


StJTRA (34). 

[FtTEVAPAKSA — continued ] — “ The Sodashin should be taken as 

APPERTAINING TO THE ECTYPE, BECAUSE IT HAS BEEN ENJOINED, 

IN ITS ENTIRETY, IN RELATION TO THAT” 

Bha&ya. 

There is the godashin laid down in. connection with the Jyotistoma — ■ 
‘ One who takes up the Sodashin becomes himself, etc.’ 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Does this godashin appertain 
to the Archetype ? Or to the Ectype ? 

“ Why should there be any such question ? ” 

Because, from the fact of its having been laid down in connection with 
the Archetypal sacrifice of the Jyotistoma, it would appear to be appurtenant 
to the Archetype, — while from the fact of its being mentioned in connection 
with the Ectype, — in the text * Madhyame'han triratrasya grhyate * — it 
would appear to be appurtenant to the Ectype. Then again, it appears to 
be mentioned in connection with the Archetype also, in the text — * Agni- 
stoirie r&ianyasya grhniydt atirdtre brahtnanasya ’ ; and on the strength of the 
said declaration it might be thought that it would be taken up at the Ectype ; 
on the other hand, it has been declared in connection with the Archetype, 
and it is at the Archetype that the Atiratra occurs, — hence there is the idea 
that it may appertain to the Archetype. — It is for these reasons that the 
aforesaid question arises. 

The Purvapafya is as follows : — “ The ftodashin should be taken as 
appertaining to the Ectype. — Why ? — Because it has been enjoined, in its entirety, 
in relation to that ; as a matter of fact, it is in connection with the Ectype 
that the fjodashin has been enjoined in its entirety. — How so 1 — Having 
declared that — ‘ one who knowing this, takes up the Sodashin, etc.’, — the 
injunction goes on — * on the middlemost day, it is taken up at the Atiratra ’ ; 
—and* Syntactical Connection is more authoritative than Context. So that 
the. Context having been set aside by Syntactical Connection, it follows 
that the declaration ‘ At the Atiratra, for the Brahmana ’ pertains, to the 
Atirdtra at the Ectype. Thus then, even though, having been enjoined in 
connection with the Jyoiistoma, i£ has not been mentioned in its entirety in 
connection with the Ectype, yet it comes to be enjoined in its entirety, in 
relation to the Ectype. From this it follows that the $odashm should be 
taken up among the Ectypes already enumerated, — not at the Archetype.” 
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SUTRA (35). 

[PtlRVAPAKSA — continued] — “ Also because we find its absence 
at the Archetype.” 

Bhdsya. 

“For the following reason also the §odashin should be taken as ap- 
pertaining to the Ectype.—* For what reason ? ’ — At the Archetype we find 
its absence.—* How so ? ’ — The assertion * Dve samstutandm virdjamatwi - 
chyete ’ is possible only if there is no ffodashin ; it having been shown above 
under 2. 4. 26 that 1 two Stotriya hymns exceed the Virdt \ — From this 
also it follows that the SocLashin appertains to the Ectype.” 

SUTRA (36). 

[PtjRVAPAKSA — concluded ]— “ Also because it is spoken of as 
* not a Sacrifice 

Bhdsya. 

“For the following reason also, it should be regarded as appertaining 
to the Ectype : There is the assertion that ‘They say that there is no 

sacrifice of the name of $odashin \ As a matter of fact, it is not that there 
is no Sodmhin at the Archetypal Jyotisform ; and yet there is this assertion ; 

this can be explained only if it is present, not at the Jyoti$oma, but at 

the Ectype. From this also it follows that the godashin appertains to 
the Ectype.” 

SUTRA (37). 

[Siddhanta] — In fact, it should appertain to the Archetype, 

. BECAUSE IT HAS BEEN SO LAID DOWN. 

Bhd$ya. 

The term * vd ’ {* in fact ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above. 

It is not right that the godashin should be regarded as appertaining to 
the Ectype ; in fact, it appertains to the Archetype.— Why ?— Because it has 
been mentioned in connection with the Archetype, Jyotitfoma ; and hence 
through Context, it should be construed along with the Jyoti§form ; and 
this relationship would not cease even when it is spoken of in connection 
with the Ectype. The declaration quoted does not deny the fjSodashm in 
relation to the Archetype ; all that it does is that it asserts it in relation to 
the Ectype. Hence, inasmuch as it has been declared, and not denied, 
in reference to the Archetype, the $o4aahin can certainly find rotten at the 
Archetype. 

Further, it is not only the Context that proves this ; there is Syntactical 
"Connection also ; as we read—* For the Rdjarvya one should take.it Up at the 
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Agniftoma, and for the Brahmana, at the Atirdtra ’ ; so long as it is possible 
for it to be admitted at the Archetype, there can be no justification for 
relegating it to the Atirdtra connected with the Ectype . — From all this it follows 
that the ^odashin appertains to the Archetype. 

SUTRA (38). 

Also because it is seen at the Archetype . 

Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact, this ^cdashin is found spoken of as occurring 
at the Archetype, in the text — Tisrah samatutdndm virdjamatirichyete * j 
and it has been already explained that it is only when the Sodashin has 
been taken up that there is a possibility of three Slotriyas being found,— 
From this it follows that the ffodashin appertains to the Archetype. 


SUTRA (39). 

The mention is for the purpose of specification. 
Bhasya. 


Tt has been argued that “ it should be taken as appertaining to the 
Ectype, because it is in relation to that that it has been enjoined in its 
entirety — This has been already answered by the assertion that the 



injunction referred to does not deny its presence at the Archetype. — “ In 
that case it would come into the Ectype under the General Law itself ; why 
should it have been enjoined over again ? ” — In connection with the Arche- 
type, the presence of the ffodashin has been declared in a general way — 
ha the text ‘ For the Rdjanya, at the Agniqtoma , — for the Brahmana, at the 
Atirdtra 1 ; and it is for the purpose specifying this same, in order to secure 
the presence Of the tfotfashin at the Agni§poma also, which is not an Atirdtra, 
— that there is the further declaration that ‘ It is taken up on the middle- 
most day of. the Trirdtra \ 

SUTRA (40). 


Ehdpya. 

It has been argued that — “ The §odaskin is not found at the Archetype, 
as is clear from the text ‘ Dv% mmatutdndm vira jamatirichyete — It has been 
already explained that on account of this finding of absence, the gotfoahin 
should be taken as optional ; and the fact of its being enjoined and prohibited 
strnuld be taken to mean that it is to be always omitted m erne ease. 
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SUTRA (41). 


AS FOB ITS BEING SPOKEN OF AS ‘ NOT A SACRIFICE THAT IS A 
FIGURATIVE ASSERTION. 


Bhasya. 

It has been argued that — “ inasmuch as it has been spoken of as 
‘ not a sacrifice the Sodashin cannot find place at the Archetype.”— This 
has been answered already ; being so enjoined, it is certainly taken up at 
the Archetype.—” How is it then that it is spoken of as * not a sacrifice ’ ? ” 
— Inasmuch as it is optional, in one case that sacrifice would not be there ; 
it is in view of this fact that it is figuratively spoken of as being 1 not a 
sacrifice ’. 

From all this it follows that the Sodashin appertains to the Archetype, 

The use of this Adhikararut lies in this that, according to the Purvapakm, 
the potfashin would not be taken up at the Archetype, while, according to 
the Siddhanta, it should be taken up at it. 
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Adhtkarana ( 10 ) : The 4 Sodashin ’ should he taken out 

of the 4 Agrayana 9 vessel . 

StiTRA (42). 

It should be taken out of the Agbayana. 

Bhd§ya. 

There is the $odashin, laid down in the text—* If, knowing this, one 
takes op the $o4ashin, etc. etc.’ — In connection with this we have learnt 
that this Sodashin appertains to the Archetype. 

How there arises the question — Should this be taken out of the 
Agrayana as well as the Ukthya ? • Or out of the Agrayana only ? 

The apparently correct view is that it should he taken out of the Agrayana. 
— Why ? — Because of the declaration—' One takes the Sodashin out of the 
Agrayana \ — [This is the Siddhanta.] 


StJTRA (43). 

[Purvapakga , 8 argument against Siddhanta — continued in Sutras 45 and 46] 
— “ It should be taken out of the Ukthya also — on account 
of the declaration.” 



“ We accept the statement that the $o$ashin should be taken out of the 
Agrayana ; but it should be taken out of the Ukthya also.— Why ? — Because 
of the declaration ; there is this declaration—' One takes the Sodashin out 
of the Ukthya \ What is there that this declaration cannot do ? — Hence 
the conclusion is that the ffodashin should be taken out of the Agrayana 
as also out of the Ukthya .” 


We shall let this Adhikarana remain unfinished at this point and shall 
proceed with the following. [the thread of the Tenth Adhikarana 

being resumed in Sutra 45, and carried on to Sutra 48]- 


ADHYiYA X, PlDA V, ADHIK ARANA (11). 
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Adhikabjuja (11) : The 4 Soda-shin 5 should he taken up 

at the Third c Savana \ 

SUTRA (44). 

It should be at the Third ‘ Savana as thebe is a declaration 

TO THAT EFFECT. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the Jyotistoma sacrifice ; ia connection with that, we read — 
‘When the Sodashin is taken up, one installs within oneself virile sense- 
organs’. 

In regard to tins, there arises the question— Should the $odashin he 
taken up at each ‘ Savana ’ ? Or at the third ‘ Savana ’ only ? 

The Puroapaksa is as follows : — “ It should be taken up at each Savana. 
— Why ? — Because it is found to be spoken of in connection with each 
Sava/m, in the text ‘One takes up the §odashin'. In the matter of an 
act which is amenable to only verbal means of cognition, the verbal text is 
our only source of knowledge. Hence we conclude that the $o$ashin 
should be taken up at each Savana ." 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta — The taking up 
of the Sodashin should be done at the third Savana. — Why ?— Because there 
ia a declaration to that effect ; there is the declaration — ' At the third Savana, 
one takes up the Sodashin out of the Agrayana ’ ; such declaration is authori- 
tative for us ; hence the fy’odashin should be taken up at the third Savana. 

As for the assertion that the $o dash-in should be taken up at each 
Savana, — the declaration to that effect is only for the purpose of eulogising 
the taking up of the $odashin at the third Savana. — How so ? — The eulogy 

is contained in the following passage — ‘ Prdtahsavane grhyah, drtirn 

rittah 

StJTRA (46). 

[Purvapaksa’s argument of Adhi. 10 — continued, from Su. 43] — 

“ Because the term ‘ parIk ’ denotes non-repetition, 

AS IT HAS THAT MEANING.” 

Bhd§ya. 

“For the following reason also we conclude that the §odashin should 
be taken out of the Ukthya also : — For what reason ? — On account of the 
text — ‘ Pardnchamukthydn nigrhnMi f odashinam ’ Out of the Ukthya, 

one takes up the later Sodashin ’] ; where the construction is ‘ Ukthyat 
nigrhnMi ’ (‘takes out of the Ukthya').— Why so? — Because the term 
‘ pardk ’ denotes non-repetition. — Why ? — As it has that meaning ; he. it is 
found that it has that meaning, — in such expressions as ‘ pardChih sdmidMm- 
ranvdha % which means that ‘ he recites the unrepeated SdmidhMni verses 
Thus then, denoting non-repetition, it cannot be construed with * Ukthya * ; 
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SHABARA-BHl?YA : 


as there can be no sense in the construction ‘ Ukthydt- anabhyastam ’ ; the 
right construction is ‘ Ukthydt nigrhndti tam anabhyastam — From all this 
it is eleai that the Sodashin should be taken up out of the Ukthya and the 
Agrayana.” 

SUTRA (46). 

[Purvapak$a*8 argument of Adhi. (10) — concluded] — “ Also because 

THERE IS DECLARATION OP ‘SEPARATION 5 OP THE 

Ukthya.” 

Bhasya. ' 

“ For the following reason also the Sodashin should be taken up out 
of the Ukthya also : — ‘ For what reason ? ’ — There, is declaration of the 
‘ separation ’ from the Ukthya— viz. ‘ When they fetch the Ukthyas and the 
Sodashin out of it, they separate the Ukthya ’ s the mention of .* fetching ’ 
clearly shows that the Ukthya is the thing from, which the ffodashin is 
separated (taken out). For this reason also this Sodashin should be taken 
up out of both (the Agrayana and the Ukthya).” 


SUTRA (47). 


[SlDDHANTA — of Adhi. (10)] — In REALITY, IT SHOULD BE OUT OP THE 
Agrayana ; because the term * parIk 5 denotes -plaoe, — 

LIKE THE TERM ? PUNARIdHEYA ’. 
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Adhikarana (12): The ‘ Sodashin 5 is accompanied by 

‘Stotra 5 and ‘ Shastra * hymns . 

SUTRA (49). 

[P{TRVAPAK§A] — “ On account of its connection with ‘ XJkthya * 

AND ‘ AGNI§T0MA \ IT SHOULD BE WITHOUT ‘ STOTBA ' AND 

« Shastra ’ ; if these were .there, it would form 
another ‘ Terminus \”* 

Bha§ya. 

In connection with the subject of the Sodashin, it is declared that — ‘ At 
the Agmqpoma, it should be taken up for the Rajanya ; it should be taken 
up in the Ukthya ’. 

In regard to this there arises the question — Is the Sodashin to be 
accompanied by Stotra and Shastra 1 Or is it to be without Stotra and 
Shastra ? 

The Pdrvapakyx, is as follows : — “ The Sodashin should” be without 
Stotra and Shastra . — Why ? — On account of its connection with Ukthya and 
Agniqtoma ; there is connection with Ukthya and Agnigtoma in the text — 
* At the Agniqftma, one should take it up for the Rajanya ; it should be 
taken up at the Ukthya this means that the S°d^hin should be taken 
up during the Agnitfoma-Terminus and the Ukthya-Terminus. Now, this 
sacrifice of the Sodashin can belong to the Agni^toma-Termiwus only if the 
Qup( Sodashin) is taken up during that Terminus, and if no Stotra or Shastra 
used therein ; if the Stotra or Shastra is used there, then the process 
would end with the Sod^td-Stoma ; and in that case it would not belong to 
the Agni^toma-Termmus, nor to the Ukthya-Terminus ; and this would be 
contrary to the following declaration that * At the Agnistoma one should take 
it for the Rdjanya ; it should be taken up at the Ukthya'. As a matter of 
fact, the Sodashin has been laid down in connection with the Jyotistoma 
as accompanied by the Agnigfoma, and it is a subsidiary of the Agniqpoma 
tself ; — and no sacrifice is ever subsidiary to the Stotra and Shastra ; as the 
sacrifice brings forward a definite reward ; while the Stotra and Shastra lead 
to no results. It is only thus, not otherwise, that the Agnistoma becomes a 
Terminus of the Jyotistoma . — From all this it follows that the S°da#hin 
should be without Stotra and Shastra." 

SUTRA (50). 

[Siddhanta] — In fact, it should be accompanied by * Stotra * and 
' Shastra because these abb its subsidiaries. 

Bhd?ya. 

In fact, the Sodashin should be accompanied by Stotra and Shastra , — 
why J — Because these are 'Us subsidiaries ; Stotra and Shastra are subsidiaries 



of the sacrifice, consequent upon the taking up of the Cup. — How so ? — 
There is the declaration that — ‘Taking up the Cup, or raising the Ladle, 
one recites the Stotra \ — which shows that when the contingency (cause, 
in the shape of the Taking up of the Cup) is there, the Contingent (reciting 
of the Stotra) must be there. Hence it follows that the Sodashin should be 
accompanied by Stotra and Shastra. 


SUTRA (51). 


Also because we find an indicative text. 


SUTRA (52). 


IF IT IS ANOTHER ‘ TERMINUS THAT IS DUE TO A DIRECT 
DECLARATION. 
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Adhikarana (13) : At the 1 Ahgirasdm Dvirdtra \ there is 
( preclusion ’ of the ‘ Sodashin \ 

SOTRA (53). 

[POrvapaksa]— “ On account of absence, it is taken up 
AT THE AtIRATRAS.” 

Bhdeya. 

There is the 1 A rir/irasdin Dvirdtra % in connection with which it is 
declared—' On, the previous day there is 'the' Vaikhamsa Saman, on the 
next day, t he Sodashin \ 

In regard to this, there arises the 'question— Is this an injunction of 
the Sodktahin ? Or a preclusion of it from cases where it is already 
admissible ? 

■ The Punxtpaksa. is as follows “ Here we have the injunction of the 
$6<$aehin which is not othetpwise admissible. As for the General Law it is 
purely inferential, and it cannot render anything admissible which is already 
directly ©n joined- as to be used elsewhere ; as for instance, in the case in 
question, the Sodashin has been enjoined as coming in ‘ on the second day, 
at the Dmrdtra ’ ; hence in so far as the 1 A mimsam dvirdtra ’ is concerned," 
the admissibility of the Sodashin cannot be taken to be indicated by the 
General Law; and hence it follows that the sentence in question should 
be taken as enjoining the Sofashin, which is not already admissible,” 

SOTRA (54). 

[Siddhanta] — In pact, there should be connection ; as the 

INJUNCTION IS AN ISOLATED ONE. 

Bhd§ya. 

In fact, there should be connection ; i.e. the declaration in question— 
"On the previous day, the Vaihhdnasa etc. etc, ’ is for the purpose of pre- 
cluding the Sodashin from another sacrifice. — “ Hew can there be such 
‘connection’ ?” — Because the iryvnction is an isolated one ; — “ Which is the 
isolated injunction ? ” — The injunction that * the Sodashin is taken up at the 
second day of the Dviratra ’ ; it is the Sodashin rendered admissibl© by this 
injunction that is spoken of in the text in question, which, thus, means 
that — ‘ The Sodashin, which has been enjoined (in the said isolated injunc- 
tion) as to be taken up at the Dvirdtra, should be taken up at the Angirasdm- 
Dvirdtra, not at other Dviratras \ 



ADHYAYA X, Pi DA V, ADHIKARANA ( 13 ). 
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[The Nyayamald remarks that the former presentation of the AdhikarafM is 
according to the Vrtiikdra's interpretation, and the latter is in accordance with the 
interpretation of the Bhusya-kara himself.] 




Adhikarana (14): The ‘ Sodashin * is to be taken up at 

the .severed s Atena ’ sacrifices. 

SUTRA (65). 

[PCbvap/k^aJ— ’ “The sentence ‘ Chatorths chaturthe’hani AHl- 

NASYA GBHYATS * SHOULD BE UNDERSTOOD TO MEAN THAT 
THEBE SHOULD BE REPETITION ; AS IN THE CASE OF 

‘ Eating V’ 

Bhdsya. 

In reference to the Sodashin, it has been declared — ‘ Chalurihe chaturihM 
ahani ahinasya grhyate ’ f* The Sodashin is taken up on the fourth day and 
the fourth day ’]- 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Does this mean that at 
one and the same Ahina sacrifice, the Sodashin should be repeated (on the 
fourth day) ? Or, that it should be repeated in the sense that it should be 
taken up at the fourth day of each of the several Ahina-sacrifices ? 

The Furmpakga is as follows : — “ It should he repeated at one and the 
same Ahina. — Why ? — Because the text contains the word 1 ahinasya ’ 
which means ‘ of one Ahina * ; if it ware taken as standing for several AMnas, 
this eould be only by Indirect Indication, while under our view it is Direct 
Denotation. Further, if several Ahinas had been meant, then the repetition 
(of the word ‘OhatorthS’) would have been entirely superfluous ; and the 
required idea would have been obtained by the simple expression * Ckaturthe 
ahani ahmasya * (* on the fourth day of the Ahina’’). If, on the other hand, it 
refers to a single Atena, then the repetition serves a useful purpose. Hence 
the godmhin should be repeated at one and the same Ahina ; — like eating ; 
just as in the ca m of the expression ‘ Ghatwrihe chaturthe ahani d&vadaMo 
bhuhkt# \ it is understood to mean that * having eaten on the fourth day, 
he eats again on another fourth day during the same fortnight \ — similarly 
nhran ld it be in the case in question also. — From all this it follows that there 
should be repetition at tin same Atena” 

SUTRA (66). 

[Siddhanta] — In fact, bp should be taken up at sevebal Ahynas ; 

BECAUSE OF THE MENTION OF THE NUMBER; AS IN THE CASE 

of the ‘ Fortnight as it is only thus that the 
NUMBER SERVES A USEFUL PURPOSE. 

S'hmya. 

In fact, the $o4mhm is taken up on the fourth day of several Atena 
sacrifices ; as it is only in this way that there would he a number of * taking 


ADHYlYA X, PiDA V, ADHTKARANA (14). 1889 

up \ In one Ahlna, there can be only one ‘ fourth day the other would 
be the ‘eighth day’. — It has been argued that — “under the Purvapakfsa 
view the term * ahlna ’ would be taken in its direct denotation”. — It is 
true that there would be direct denotation; but mere direct denotation 
cannot do anything; as the character of ‘fourth’ would not be there. In 
our view, there is Indirect Indication, and this does serve a useful purpose. — 
Further, under our view, there need be no indirect indication either; as 
the singular number (in ‘ ahani ’) may be taken as standing for the generic 
entity. — It has been argued that “ repetition would be superfluous ” 
but tha t is not right ; merely because a certain term would be superfluous, 
there can be no justification for assuming a meaning of words which the 
words do not express at all. — From all this it follows that the is 

to be taken up at the several Ahlnm ; — as in the case of the * fortnight ’ ; 
in the case of the expression ‘ panchamyam panchamyam bfwhhtZ \ it is 
understood to mean the fifth day of two distinct fortnights ; the same should 
be the case in the present instance also.— We conclude therefore that the 
Jfodashin should be taken up at several Ahinas. 

StJTKA (57). 

In the case of ‘ Eating the number can be applicable. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been argued that “ it should be as in the case of Eating ” ; — but 
in the case of Eating, it is by implication that the other day also is regarded 
as the ‘ fourth ’ ; that is, the second occasion of eating would be the * fourth ’ 
day only when it is counted from the first occasion of Eating, which alone 
is really the ‘ iourth day ’ ; — in the case of the AMna, that occasion would 
be the eighth day . • In the case of an act (like sacrifice) which is governed 
entirely by Verbal authority, we can understand only that much as is actually 
expressed by the word ; and not on the basis of secular practice. Thus then, 
it is only right that in the case of Eating (which is a secular act), the ordinary 
secular practice should be followed ; in the case of the Ahlna however (which 
is a Wedic act), that alone can be admitted which is expressed by the word. 


Adhtkarana ( 15 ) : It is at the Ectype that the ‘ Grahas ’ 
should he led by ‘ Agrayana 


SUTRA (58). 

In the case of the term ‘ Jagatsaman — INASMUCH AS THERE ls 

NO SUCH SImAN,— THE SiMAN WOULD TAKE THAT NAME 
THROUGH THE VERSE. 

Bhd§ya. 

In connection with the Jyotigtoma, we read — ‘ Yadi rathantarasdmd 

. Yadi jagatsdma dgrayandgran 5 [‘If the Soma-sacrifice 

should be one at which the Rathaniara-Sdman is chanted, then the grahas 

should be led by those dedicated to Indra-Vayu .If it is one at 

which the Jagat-Saman is sting, the grahas should be led by the Agrayana ’.] 
This second sentence is the subject-matter for consideration. 

In regard to this, the question that arises is — Does this character of 
being led by the Agrayana find place in the Archetype ? Or in the Ectype ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows In accordance with the Context, it 
should find place in the Arohetype. As a matter of fact, the sacrifice referred 
to in the expression * if the Soma-sacrifice be one at which the Jagat- 
Sdman is chanted’ is the Jyotigtoma itself (which is the Archetype),— the 
name ‘ J agat-sdma ’ being applied to it by some sort of relationship — of 
quality or of action.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta ; — Even though we 
find the term ‘ Jagatsaman ’ actually used, yet it is through the verse alone 
that the Sdman could take that name . — Why so ? — Because there is no such 
Sdman ; in the whole of the Samaveda, there is no such Sdman as * Jagat- 
sdma ’ j hence that sacrifice alone can be called ‘ Jayatsdmd ’ at which the 
Sdman is chanted oyer a verse in the Jagat i metre (as the basic verse) and 
such a sacrifice is the Vipuvat (an Ectypal sacrifice). — “ But the Visuvat 
has been spoken of as being one at which the grahas are led by Shukra 
That does not affect the case ; this latter may be taken as pertaining to cases 
where the Vvfwoat is performed with a view to a particular reward. — From 
all this it follows that the character in question is to find place in the Ectypal 
Sacrifice, Viguvat. 


This same Sdtra (58) may be explained differently as embodying the 
following Adhikarana. 



ADHYlYA X, PlDA V, ADH3KABANA (16). 
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Adhik arana (16) : The wane ‘ Jagatsdmd 5 applies to the 
c Visuvat ’ sacrifice. 

StJTRA (58). 

In the case op the teem ‘ Jagatsaman — INASMUCH as thebe is 
no such Saman, — the Sama would take that name theough 

THE VEBSE. 

Bhasya. 

The text for consideration is the same as above — •' Yadi jagatsdmd 
dgrayanagran grahdn grhndti \ 

In regard to this there arises the question— What is it that is meant 
by ‘ Jagatsdmd 1 ? (a) Is it one that has either of the two Samans — Rathan - 
tarn or Bfhat ? (6) Or that which has both these Samans ? (e) Or is it 
that which has the Rathantara only ? (d) Or is it that wherein the Suman 
is ehanted ovor a basic verse in the Jagatl-metre ? 

The Pvrvaq>ak$a is as follows (a) It is that at which the Sdman is 
either Rathantara or Brhat. — Why ? — Because there is no reason for dis- 
eriminating between the two. That it is so is indicated by the fact that 
the Jyotlftoma is the sacrifice dealt with in the Context, and at this sacrifice 
either of the two Samans may be chanted.—- (6) Or, that sacrifice may be 
regarded as * Jagatsdmd 1 at which both the said Samans are chanted ; the 
term ‘ jagat ’ denotes whole; and the Jyotisfoma could be spoken of as 
having the ‘ whole Sdman 1 only if it had both the Samans ; if only one of 
the two alone were used, then the term ‘’jagat 1 could not be taken as a 
qualifying term, and it would have to be regarded as being of no signi- 
ficance at all. Hence it follows that it must be a sacrifice having both the 
Samans.— (c) Or, that may be regarded as ‘Jagatsdmd 1 which has the 
Rathantara only; as the basic verse of the Rathantara — ‘ Ishanamasya 
jagatah svardrsham ’ — contains the term ‘jagat 1 . If the ‘Jagatsdmd 1 
were that at which both {Rathantara and B?hat) are chanted, then the 
Injunction in question would be doing what is already done, and as such 
it would be superfluous. Hence there can be no combination of those two 
at the Archetype; so that that alone can be regarded as ‘ Jagatsdmd 1 at 
which the Rathantara alone is chanted.” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta : — That is 
called * Jagatsdmd 1 at which the Sdman is ehanted over a basic verse in the 
Jagatl metre. This is the view that is supported by the direct denotation 
of the term. Otherwise, if the term were taken as standing for tire Rathantara - 
Sdman, the verse would indicate the word and the word would indicate the 
Sdman ; so that there would be inddcatwe vndi<xUio 7 i. For this reason the 
name 4 J agatsdmd 1 should be taken as standing for that at which this Sdman 
is chanted over a basic verse in the Jagatl-metre. Thus then, it is through, 
the verse (in the Jagatl metre) that the Sdman named ‘Jagat 1 would be 
taken as occurring at the Vi$wuat sacrifice. — “But the Visuvat has been 



1892 


SKABABA-BHA3YA : 


declared to be Shukragra (whereas the ^Jagatsdmd is spoken of as ‘ Agra- 
yandgra ’) — That does not affect our position ; as that would be taken as 

referring to that case of Vipuvat where it is performed with a view to a 
definite reward.— From all this it follows that the character in question 
should find place at the Visuvat ; which is an ectypal sacrifice. 
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Adhikarana (17) : At the 4 Samsava 5 sacrifice , neither the 

‘ Agriyavati ’ nor the 4 Upavati 5 verse is to he used . 

SUTRA (59). 

[PtfRVAFAKSA (A)]— “At a saceificb where both SImans are 

CHANTED, THAT WHICH IS CONTINGENT SHOULD BE USED 
OPTIONALLY, BECAUSE BOTH ARE EQUAL.” 

Bhasya. 


There are certain sacrifices called ‘ Ubhayasaman ’ (‘ where both 
Sarnans are clianted ’ ), — -such as ‘ Both should be chanted at the Samsam ’ ; 
—again in connection with SiMha sacrifice called Apachiti, we read — ‘ Both,, 
the Bathantara and the Brhat, should be chanted ’ ; — now contingent upon 
the adoption of the Bathantara or of the Brhat, we have the rule that ‘ in 
connection with the Bathantara, one should adopt the verse containing 
the term ‘ upa ’, and in connection with the Bfhat, one should adopt the 
verse containing the term * agriya \ 

Now there arises the following question (a) Should the verse adopted. 
be either the one contingent upon the Bathantara-Sdman (i.e. the verse with 
‘ Upa*), or that contingent upon the Brhat-Saman (i.e. the verse with 
‘ agriya ’), and there should be option ?— Or (6) Should that alone be adopted 
which is contingent upon the Bathantara-Sdman ? Or (c) Should that be 


adopted which is contingent upon something totally different (from both 
Bathantara and Brhat) ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows One should adopt that contingent 
upon either the one or the other, — there being option . — Why ? — Because 
the admissibility of both is equal, and combination of both is impossible; 
—nor is there any reason for selecting either one of the two to the exclusion 
of the other,— justifying the adopting of that contingent upon one, and not 
that contingent upon the other ; nor is it possible to adopt both the verses. 
Hence there must be option."" 

SUTRA (60). 

[POrvapak§a (B)]— “ Or, predominance should be the 

DETERMINING FACTOR.” 


“It has been argued that the admissibility of both is equal and there 
is no reason for selecting either one of the two but we say that there is 
such a reason, in the shape of ‘ predominance which, as applying to the 
Bathantara, consists in its being mentioned first ; as is going to be explained 
.23.” . * - 


1 
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SHABARA-BHlSYA *, 


SUTRA (61). 

[Seddhanta] — In pact, on account of the absence of the con- 
tingencies, the actjon should be determined by 

THE SACRIFICE ITSELF. 

BMsya. 

The term ‘va *■ (‘in fact’) implies the rejection of the views set forth 
above. 

There should be exclusion of both the contingencies (Brhat as well 
A 3 Baihantara), and the sacrifice, alone should be regarded as the determining 
factor ; such being the case, it would be a case neither of Baihantara -8dman 
nor of Brhat-Sdman ; in fact, the Sdman would be made up of both; con- 
sequently the verse adopted should be neither the one with * Upa ’ nor the 
one with ‘ Agriya ’ ; that alone may be adopted which is related to the 
sacrifice itself. 



Adhikarana (18) : The Cup dedicated to Indm-Vayu is 
not to be brought up before all Cups . 

S0TRA (62). 

[RJryapaksa] — “ Inasmuch as the Cup dedicated to Indra-Vayu 

IS SPOKEN OP AS THE ‘ FOREMOST IT SHOULD BE BROUGHT 
UP AT THE BEGINNING.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Jyotistoma we read—' Vdg va aindravayavo 
yadaindravayavagra graha gfhyante vachamemvarundhe ’ [where the * aindra- 
vdyava ' cup is spoken as the ‘ agra % ‘ first ’, ‘ foremost.’, of all cups while 
in the Mantra-kdnda and the Brahmana-Tcanda, the order of the Cups is 
as follows:— (1) Updmshu-graha, (2) Antary ama-gr aha, (3) Aindravdyam- 
graha, (4) Maitrdvaruna-graha and so forth, where the Aindravdyam has the 
third place]. 

In regard to this there arises the question— In accordance with the 
text quoted— Should the * aindravdyavagraha ’ (Cup dedicated to Indra- 
V&yu) be brought (from the third place) to the beginning, before all the 
rest, even before the Updmshu and the Antarydma Cups? Or is it to be 
taken up only before the Shukramanthi-CnpaA 

The Purvapakqa view is as follows “ The Cup dedicated to Indra- 
Vdyu should be brought up before all the rest.— Why 1— Because it is spoken of 
as the ‘ agra ’ (‘ foremost \ 1 first ’) ; the text quoted above clearly lays down 
the first place for the Cup dedicated to Indra-Vayu — ‘ Aindravdyavdgram 
grhnati which clearly means that the Cup dedicated to Indm-Vayu should 
be dealt with before all the other Cups : so that, without any distinction, all 
the Cups should be treated so that the Gup dedicated to Indra-Vayu comes 
before them. If the Cup in question were not brought up before all the others, 
then the UpamsJm and Antarydma Cups would not be such as have the 
Cup dedicated to Indra-Vayu before them. On the other hand, when the 
Cup is brought up before all, then all the Cups become such as have the Cup 
dedicated to Indra-Vayu before them.— Then, as a matter of fact, the text in 
question does not enjoin merely the ‘first’ place for the Cup dedicated to 
Indra-Vayu ; if that had been enjoined, then that would have been fulfilled 
by making that Cup • first ’ in relation to any few Cups what is actually 
enjoined is that character of all the Cups which consists in having the Cup 
dedicated to Indra-Vayu before them; hence (according to this Injunction) 
that character has to be brought about in aU the Cups; consequently the 
Cup has got to be brought up before aU the Cups.— ‘ How do you know that 
what is enjoined is the character of all the Cups ? ’—That it is so is clear 
from the assertion itself ‘ One should make the Cups such as have the Ayndra- 
Voyaoa Cup before them'; what this sentence lays down is not that the 



Cup should be ‘made’ ; what is asserted is that the Cups should be made 
such as have that particular Oup before them ; so that the character of 
being 1 first ’ (as belonging to the Aindravdyava-Cup) is, not for its own 
sake, but only for imparting the aforesaid character to the other Gups,— 
From all this it follows that the Cup dedicated to Indra-Vdyu should be 
brought up before all the Oups.” 


StiTRA (63). 


[Siddhanta]— In fact, the cups, having the particular character 
AB.- R! equally endowed with that character; and what is 

MEANT BY * AGRA ’ SHOULD, ON THE BASIS OP THE 

Context, be taken to be that the Cup 

IN QUESTION SHOULD' BE DEALT WITH IN 
ITS OWN PLACE. 


Bhdsya. 

The term ‘api vd' (‘in fact’) implies the rejection of the view Set forth 
above. 

The Cup in question should not be brought up before all the rest ; it 
should be taken up in its own place. — “ Why ? ” — Because what is enjoined 
in the text is not the fact of the Oup in question being the ‘ first ’ , — which 
would be the indication of Syntactical Connection ; what is enjoined is the 
taking up of the Oups ot which the Cup in question is- the ‘ agra 5 
(first), as is directly expressed by the words of that text which lays down 
that * in the case of the Soma-sacrifice being one at which the Rathantara - 
S&man is chanted, those Cups which have been declared to have the Aindra- 
Vdyava Cup as their first should, by reason of that character, be taken up in 
that particular order ’ ; so that the 1 taking up ’ enjoined is only of those Cups 
that, in their own normal position, have the Aind/ravayava Cup before them 
[and not of those that are made so by the transference of the Aindra- Vdyava 
Oupl. Henoe we conclude that the Aindra-Vayava Oup is not to be brought 
up before all the rest. 

SUTRA (64). 

Also because op the presence oe the term ‘BharaA 


Bhdsya. 

Further, in the text speaking of the Aindra-Vayava Cup, we find the 
term ‘ dhard ' (‘ stream s ) — ‘ Anva avyavachchhinnayd dhdrayd gphndti ’ ; 
from which it is dear that what is laid down is the taking up of those dhdrd- 
grahas only which have the Aindra-Vayava Cup before them [and not of 
all Cups']. 




Adkikarana ( 19 ) : Even when the desire for a reward is 
there , the Aindramyava Gup is not to he brought 
up before all. 

SUTRA (65). 

[PtfRVAPAK§A]— “ When there is desire for reward mentioned, 
the Cup must be brought to the beginning, because of 

THE DECLARATION TO THAT EFFECT.” 

Bhdsya. 

In some cases we have a declaration of the Cup dedicated to Indra- 
Vdyu in reference to the presence of a desire for rewards ; e.g. ‘ One who 
desires that there should be offsprings as before should take up the Cups in 
such a way as to make the Aindravdyam Cup the first 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Should the Cup in question 
be brought up before all the rest ? Or should here also the Cup be taken 
in its own place ? 

The apparent answer to the question is that, in accordance with the 
principle arrived at in the preceding Adhilcarana, the Cup in question should 
be taken up in its own place. 

As against this, we have the following Purvapakqa “ In a case where 
there is desire for reward mentioned , the Cup must he brought up before all 
the rest. — Why ? — Because of the declaration to that effect ; there is the direct 
declaration to the effect that ‘ one who desires that there should be oS- 
springs as before should take up the Cups in such a way as to rrmkft the 
Aindravdyava Cup the first ’ ; this declaration would serve a useful purpose 
only if it were taken as laying down the fact of the Aindravdyam Cup coining 
before all others, and if, in accordance with this the said Cups were actually 
brought up before all the rest. If it were taken (as Suggested by the 
Siddhdntin in the preceding Adhikarana) that what is laid down is only the 
taking up of the Cups of which the Aindravdyava is the first, — -then the 
declaration would not lead to any particular form of activity (and as such. 
Would be futile). Hence it follows that the Cup in question must be brought 
up before all the rest.” 

StJTRA (66). 

[Siddhanta] — Inasmuch as the term ‘ agra’ is related to those 

OCCUPYING A CERTAIN POSITION, THE DECLARATION SPEAKING 
OP THE DESIRE FOR REWARD SHOULD REFER TO THOSE ; 

SPECIALLY ON ACCOUNT OF THE PRESENCE OF 
WHAT IS ESSENTIAL. 

Bhdsya. 

What has been said regarding the Cup in question having to be 
brought up before all the rest is not right j the order of sequence can be 
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duly followed only when the Oup is taken, up in its own place in the series; 
hehee it must be taken up in its own place- — It has been argued that “ on 
account of the text laying down the first place for the Cup, it must be brought 
up before all the rest ” ; — but that is not so ; in fact, what the text lays 
down hi in relation to those Cups which in their own normal position in the 
* stream have the Aindravdyava Cup before them the reward in question 
would be brought about only if there were the ‘taking up 5 of just those 
Cups which have that character of having the Aindravayavct before it; 
thus alone would the Direct signification of the words be followed ; while 
your view would have the support of Syntactical Connection ; and Direct 
Assertion is more authoritative than Syntactical Connection.- — It has been 
argued that — “ if the declaration were taken aB the injunction of the taking 
up (of just these Cups), then it would not lead to any particular form of 
activity — The answer to this is that there are two distinct connections — 
by one connection, the essential (compulsory) act (of Taking up) is related 
to the desire for reward, the meaning being that * the particular reward 
should be obtained by means of the Taking up %— and by the other connec- 
tion, there is the essential act by itself (without reference to any reward),— 
in the sense that * one should take up those Cups which have the Aindra- 
myava Oup before them ’ ; — so that the particular form of activity is duly 
secured. Hence the declaration in question should be taken as laying down, 
m a means of securing the reward, the taking up of the Cup in its own place ; 
so that the Oup in question has to be taken up in its own place in the 




Adhikaba^a (20) : The Gups which have the Ashvina Cup? 
as their foremost have to be brought forward. 

SOTRA (67). 

[Pt?BYAPAK§A]— " IN OTHER OASES ALSO, THE TEEM * AGRA. ’ 
SHOULD BE TAKEN AS BEFORE.” 

Bhdgya. 

There is the J.yoti&orna sacrifice ; in. connection with which there are 
•mentioned Gups other than that dedicated to Indra-Vayu, in connection 
with a desire for particular results (a) ‘ For one who is ill, one should 
take up the Oups with thelA^oina-Cup as the foremost (“ agra ”} *, (6) * For 
one who is perfor ming a malevolent rite, one should take up the Oups with 
the Shukra-Gup as the foremost ’, (c) * For one against whom a malevolent 
rite is being performed, one should take up the Oups with the MantMn Gtvp 
as the foremost \ 

In regard to all this, there arises the question, — should, in all these cases 
also, the Oups specified as ‘foremost’ be taken up in their own places! 
Or should they be brought up before all the other Oups f 

The Purwpalcqa is as follows “In other cases, ~-i.e. in the taking 
up of Oups other than the Awdravdyava, — also the term * agra ’ (‘ foremost ’) 
should he taken as before ; i.e. the Oups should be taken up in their own 
places ; and the result desired would be connected with those Oups of which 
.certain Oups have been mentioned as the ‘foremost’.” 

SUTRA (68). 

{Siddhanta] — In fact, it v shouid be brought up; because the 

‘ AGRA WHICH IS CONNECTED WITH THE ESSENTIAL FACTOR, 

HAS NO CONNECTION (WITH THE RESULT). 

Bhd§ya. 

The Gups in question should be brought back before the Aindrav&yava 
Oup. — “ "Why ? r-Because in this case the desire for results has no con- 

nection with the essential factor.— If the desire were present in the case of 
the essential act also, the term * agra ’ — as appearing in the words * dshvind- 
yrdn * and ‘ manihyagran ’ — could not be applicable to it ; because the 
presence of that declaration is not found to give rise to any particular 
farm of activity ; while if it were withdrawn to before the Ainfaavdyam 
Oup, then the said declaration would serve a useful purpose. — Then again, the 
Oups in question are those that are used at the Archetype, and in reference 
to these the sentence in question lays down the character of having the Asfmna 
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for their first and of having the Shukrafor their first. Hence it follows that the 
Cups in question should be brought up to the beginning. 

StJTRA (69). 

Thebe is a text indicating the said £ bringing up 

Bhasya. 

There is the text — ' Dharayeyustam yam kamaya grhniyuh, aindra- 
vdyavam grhUvd sadayet yam kamaya grhniyuh ’. [‘They should 
hold that which they have taken up with the desire for a certain result; 
having taken up the Aindravdyava Cup, they should deposit that which they 
have taken up with the desire for a result ’] ; — here it is said that that is 
to be held which has been taken up with the desire for a certain result, 
which showB that the Aindravayava Cup is to be taken up. — For this reason 
also the Cups in question should be brought up before all the rest. 
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Adhikarana (21) : The i Ashvina ’ and other Cups are to 
be brought forward just before the c Aindravayava* 

Cup. 

SUTRA (70). 

It should be pbioe to the ‘ Aindbavayava ’ ; because that is 

-THE POSITION ASSIGNED TO THE ‘ AGBA 
BMsya. 

There is the Jyoti§toma sacrifice ; in connection with that certain 
Gups are spoken of as coming after the Aindravdyava Cup, and as to be taken 
■up for the fulfilment of certain desires; — e.g. ‘ Ashvinagrdn grahdn grhnati 
dmayavinah \ ‘ For one who is ill, one should take up the Cups with the 
Ashvina Cup as the first ’ ‘ ShukragranabMcharatah ' For one. who iB 
performing a malevolent rite, the Cups with the Shukra Cup as the first * ;— 

* Ma/nthyagrdnabhicharyamdnasya\ * For one against whom a malevolent rite 
is being performed, the Cups with the Manthin Cup as the first*.-— It has 
been settled (in the preceding Adhikarana) that these Cups are not to be 
taken up in their places, but are to be brought forward. 

Now there arises the question — Are these to be brought forward prior 
to all the Cups ? Or prior to some Cups (without any restriction) ? — Or 
prior definitely to the Aindravayava Cup ! 

The Purvapaksa is that— “ as there is no rule laying down the exact 
place whereto the Cups in question are to be brought forward, there can 
be no restriction [and they may be brought forward anywhere one likes].” 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta : — They should he 
brought forward prior to the Aindraddyava Cup ; — why ? — because that is the 
position assigned to the ‘ agra ’ ; it has been recognised that the place meant 
by the term 'agra ’, * first ’ (as occurring in ‘ dshvindgrdn * and other words), 
is that after the Updmshu and Antarydma Cups, and before the Aindravayava 
Cup. — “ How so ? ” — In accordance with the previous text — ‘ If the Soma- 
sacrifice should he one at which the Bathantara-Sdman is chanted, one 
takes up the Cups with the Aindravayava as the first ’ — the Cups have been 
taken up at the Archetype as with the Aindravdyava as the first;— and in 
this text the taking up of these Cups has been laid down as in relation to the 
Aindravdyava Cup ; — and having been laid down there, it cannot be taken 
as laid down again in connection with * those having the Ashvina for their 
first’, or ‘those having the Shukra for their first*, or ‘those having the 
Manthih for their first ’ ; — hence all that the text in question can be taken 
as laying down is the fact of these being the ‘ first ’ ; — now here the Oups 
that have been spoken of in the context are * those having the Aindravdyava 
fear their first ’ ; so that when the question arises; as to what one should do, 
in the case of one performing a malevolent rite, to ‘the Cups with the 
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Shakra as the first’, — fee answer is that he should ‘take these up’; and 
this naturally has to be taken along wife fee Context ; we cannot connect 
fee * Shukragrdn ’ wife simply * grahan ’ ; as there would be no term ex- 
pressing the ‘ taking up \ — Wife what then is it to be connected ? — It has 
to be connected wife fee term e aindravdyavdgra ’ which appears in the context, 
— the full sentence being ‘ Shukragrdn grhniydt aindravayavagran ’ (in fee sense 
feat ‘ one should take up fee Cups with fee Shukra as the first, which are 
prior to the Aindravdyava ’ ) ; and what these Cups are has been described 
there. — Thus the conclusion is that fee Cups in question are to be brought 
forward prior to the Aindravdyava Cup. 

StTRA (71). 

Also because their properties are si m ilar. 


The Cups in question have properties similar to those of the Aindrava- 
yava ; in the latter we find the presence of the * stream ’ ; hence we con- 
clude that when the text speaks of the * first it is in relation to those Cups 
that are connected with the ‘stream’. 

StJTRA (72). 

To THE SAME END WE FIND AN INDICATIVE TEXT ALSO. 

Bhd§ya. 

There is the text — ‘ Dharayeyustam yam kdmdya grhniyuh , aindra- 
vdyavam gfhUva sadayet, atha tarn eddayet yam kdmdya grhniyuh ’ — where 
the holding of the Aindravdyava is spoken of as coming after fee holding 
of fee Cup feat has been taken up with fee desire for a certain reward. — 
This also shows feat the Cups in question should be brought forward prior 
to fee Aindravdyava Cup. 
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to be brought 


forward, 

SUTBA (73). 


DEPOSITING J ALSO ; AS IT IS SUBSIDIARY. 


BMsya, 

There is the declaration — ‘ Ashvindgrdn grhmydt dmavaydvimh, shuhrd- 
grdn grhnlyat abhidtarafah, manthyagrdn grhnvyat abhiclmryarmnasya * ; — 
it has been explained that the Chips spoken of here are to be brought up 
prior to the Aindravayava Gup. 

Now there arises the question — Is the * depositing ’ ako (of these Oups) 
to be brought up ? — Or not ? 

We assert (says the Purvapakfin) that “ there being no declaration to- 
that effect, the Depositing should not be brought forward ; our sole authority- 
is the Vedic word; and what the Vedie word lays down is the bringing- 
forward of the *' Taking up ’ of the Oups, not of the ‘ depositing ’ ; hence- 
the Depositing is not to be brought forward.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — The ‘ depositing *" 
also — should be brought forward ; — why ? — because the ‘ depositing ’ is- 
only subsidiary to the ‘ taking up ’ j— • the taking up of the Oups is for the 
purposes of offering; and this offering has got to be done of several 
substances at one and the same time ; they could not be used for being 
offered as libations unless they were deposited, kept in proper places; in fact,, 
it is by depositing that the taking up becomes fit for the act of offering j— — 
hence it follows that the depositing is subsidiary to the Taking up ; and 
hence when the Taking up is brought forward, the Depositing must also be- 
brought forward, 

SfJTRA (74). 


Also because we find indicative texts. 

Bhd$ya . 

A text is also found to be indicative of the same conclusion. — “ Which 
text ? ” — ‘ Dhdrayeyustam yam kdmaya grhmyuh, amdravdyavcm gfUtm 
sddayet, atha tarn sddayet yam kdmaya grhmyiih' ; this clearly shows that th** 
depositing also has to be brought forward. 


Adhikarana (23) : The ‘ offering ’ is not to be brought 

forward. 

SUTRA (75). 

[PUevapaksa] — “ The ■ offering ’ also should be treated like 

THE * DEPOSITING V’ 

Bhdsya. 

There is the following declaration — ‘ Ashvindgran grhnati amaydmnah, 
ehuTcraqmnabhicharaMh, maMbyagrdhabhicharyamdMsya‘ > it has been estab- 
lished that when the * taking np ' of these Cups is brought forward, their 
‘depositing’ is also brought forward. 

Now there arises the question— When the * taking up.* has been brought 
forward, is the ‘ offering ’ also brought forward ? Or not ? 

The Purvapak$a is as follows:— “The offering is brought forward.— 
Why? — Because of the relationship ; the taking, up and the offering are 
mutually connected ; as the Cup is taken up only for being offered ; it is only 
thus that it serves a visible purpose ; otherwise, all that is done after the 
‘ depositing’ would be for an unseen purpose ; — -the Taking up however 
is not for an unseen purpose ; hence whenever, at any other time, the offering 
is to be made, the taking up has to 'be done. Such being the case, whenever 
there is Taking up, Offering must be there ; such being the connection (be- 
tween the Taking up and the Offering), the Offering has to be treated like the 
Depositing ; that is, just as on the bringing forward of the Taking up, the 
Depositing is brought forward, similarly the Offering also should be brought 
forward.” 

SOTRA (76). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, IT IS NOT SO ; BECAUSE IT IS THE PBLNOIPAL 
FACTOR ; AS FOR THE ‘ DEPOSITING % IT IS TREATED AS ABOVE 
BECAUSE HIS A SUBSIDIARY FACTOR, 

Bhagya. 

It is not true that the offering is brought forward. Because the offering 
is the principal factor ; it is not a mere auxiliary to the Taking up ; — hence 
it is not brought forward (along with the Taking up). It has been argued 
that it should be treated like the Depositing ; — but Depositing is a subsidiary 
factor ; that is why it is brought forward. 


Adhu .arajna (24) : The mention of 5 A indravdyavagra ’ in 

connection with the ‘ Tryanihd ’ is for the purpose 
of pointing out the similarity of procedure . 

SUTRA (77). 

XPtJBVAPAK§A] — “ 1 st connection with the TbyanIkI, the mention 

OF WHAT ABE ALREADY INDICATED BY THE GENERAL LAW 
CAN BE. ONLY FOB THE FUBPOSES OF EULOGISING.”* 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Dvadashaha sacrifice, there is the Tryanikd, 
described in the following text— 1 Aindravdyavdgrau prayaniyodayamyau, 
dashanmnchdhah, athetaregdm navdndmahnam aindravdyavagram prathaman 
■ahah, etc. etc.’ 

[‘ Tryanihd ' is that which has three anlkaa, facets, in the shape of the 
Aindrcwdyava, the Shukra and the Agrayama — says the Nyayamald . — According to 
the Svbodhini, ‘ Tryanikd ’ is the name given to nine ‘days’ of the -Dvddashdha, 
•excluding the first, last, and tenth ‘ days ’.] 

In the above passage it is declared that the first ‘ day ’ has the Aindra - 
vdyava Oup as the first, and the second * day ’ has the Shukra Chip os the 
first ; — inasmuch as the Rathantara-Saman is chanted on the First Day, 
and the Brhat-Sdman on the second Day, — the_ presence of both the said 
•Cups as the first is already indicated by the General Law. 

Now there arises the question — When the same fact (of the two Cups 
being the first on the First Day and the Second Day respectively, which is 
already indicated by the General Law) is mentioned again in the passage 
quoted above, — (a) is it for the purpose of reiterating the same ? (6) Or 

for precluding others ? (c) Or as a mere commendatory declaration ? Or 
{d) for the purpose of pointing out that the same procedure is to be 
adopted? 

The Purvapdkqa is as follows : — “ It should be taken as meant to be only 
a commendatory declaration. — Why ?— When a text merely reiterates what 
has been already asserted before, it does not lead to any particular form of 
activity [hence alternative (a) cannot be accepted]. As for the second 
alternative (6), Preclusion is always open to a three-fold objection. Bence 
the passage should be taken as a commendatory declaration. — ‘ What is the 
quality that is commended here ? ’ — It is the quality of propriety — it being 
regarded as right and proper that on the Third Day the Agrayana Oup 
should be the first. — How so ? — Because it has been declared that on the 
First Day, the Aindravdyava Gup is to he the first, and on the Second Day, 
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StJTRA (78). 


[SlDDHANTA] — In BEAUTY (WHAT IS MEANT IS THAT) AMONG TTTTB! 
‘ AHABGANAS *, THEBE SHOULD BE SIMILARITY OF PROCEDURE ; 

AS IN THE CASE OF ‘ AgNI *. 


Bhasya. 

The phrase ‘ api vd’ (‘in reality’) implies the rejection of the view- 
set forth above. 

The declaration is not for the purpose of eulogising a quality; it is for 
pointing out that the procedure should be similar. — It is not right to say 
that — “ what is declared being already implied by the General Law, its 
reiteration is useless, hence it must be token as serving some other purpose ”, 
— ” What is the view then that can be held T ” — What has been done at 
the Jyotigpoma in connection with the Rathantara-Saman in accordance 
with Syntactical Connection is rendered admissible in the case in question 
by the General Law ; and it is reiterated with the intention that ‘ I shall 
adopt the same procedure here also ’.—As in the case of ‘ Agni ’ -just as 
the sameness of procedure has been asserted in connection with the 
AgmMorna, in the following passage — 1 Athato’gniftmiSnaiv&nuyajati, tam- 
ukthyfaux, tamcUirdtremi, tarn chaturdtrena, tam panc/iarcUrena, tarn sadrdtrena, 
tarn saptar&trZna, tamastaratrena, tam navaratrena, tam dasharatrena, tamekada- 
shardtrfya’. _ ■ ■ ' ■„■■■■ 

The purpose served by this discussion is that, as explained above, there 
will be no Preclusion. 
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Adhek abana (25) : The 4 Analytic 5 Dvadashaha is the 

Ectype of the ‘ Synthetic 5 Dvadashaha. 

S'OTRA (79). 

[FObyapaksa] — “ Of the Dvadashaha, the * Analytic 5 and ‘ Syn- 
thetic * FOBMS STAND ON THE SAME FOOTING ; LIKE 
THE * Pb§THA V* 

Bhapya. 

Of the Dvadashaha; there are two forms— the ‘Analytic’ and the 

* Synthetic *. The * Synthetic ’ form is described in the following passage—* 

* Aindrdvdyavagrcm . . . athdgrayanagrarn ’ ; — and the * Analytic * form is 
described in the passage — ‘ Aindravdyavdgrau prayamyodayamyau .... 
dm aindravayavdgre 

In regard to these, there arises the question — Are the details laid down 
for the Dvadashaha in reference to both forms- of it ? Or are they laid down 
in reference to the * Synthetic * form of it, and the ‘ Analytic ’ form is only 
a modification (or Ectype) of the former ? 

The Purvapak$a is as follows : — “ Of the Dvadashdha, both the Synthetic 
and Analytic forms stand on the same footing ; — why 1 — because both the 
forms form the subject-matter of the Context, and hence it cannot be 
differentiated to whom the details belong and to whom they do not belong. 
Hence both should be regarded as standing on the same footing. — Like, the 

* Pr$ha* ; Le. in regard to the two Pathos, Bfhat and Rathantara, it being 
found that the Context appertains equally to both, — they are taken a# 
having the same details; so should.be the case with the ‘Synthetic* and 

* Analytic ’ forms of the Dvddashdha also.” 

SUTRA (80). 

[SroDHANTA] — IN BEAUTY, THE * ANALYTIC ’ FOBM IS THE MODIFICATION 

of the ‘Synthetic’ fqbm, because we find indicative 

TEXTS TO THAT EFFECT. 

Bhd§ya. 

The term * va * (‘ in reality ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above. 

The Synthetic and Analytic forms do not stand on the same footing ; 
in fact, the Analytic one should be regarded as the modification of the 
Synthetic form. — Why ? — Because toe find indicative texts to that effect ; 
the following is the indicative text — ‘ Aindravdyavasya va Staddyatanam 
yachchaturthamahah y this text occurs in connection with the ‘ Analytio ’ 
Dvddashdha ; at the analytic Dvadashaha, however, the Aindravdyava does not' 






Adbjkarana (26) : At the ‘ Samvatsara-Sattra \ there is 

an augmentation of the 1 arnicas’ . 

SUTRA (83). 

[KJrvapaksa]— “ Thebe should be repetition of the TryanEkI, as 

THERE IS IN THE CASE OF THE EkADASHINA.” 

Bha$ya. 

In connection with the Dvddashdha, we read— Aindravayavdgrau 
prdyaniyodayaniyau, daahamanchdMh , . ... atha agrayancLgram ’ [The 
meaning of this is that there is a * Tryamka % consisting of the Aindravdyava, 
Shukra, and Agrayana ; by repeating this Tryamka thrice we get the nine 
‘ days ’ of the Dvadashdha (excluding the first day, the last day, and the 
tenth day) ; these nine are thus arranged— (1) Aindravdyava, (2) Shukra, 
(3) Agrayana ; again, (4) Aindravdyava, (5) Shukra, (6) Agrayana and again 
for the third time, (7) Aindravdyava, (8) Shukra, and (9) Agrayana]. — All 
this becomes admissible, under the General Law, into the Gavdmayana 
{Samvatsara-Sattra) ; and as there are several Tryanikds to be brought 
about; a repetition becomes implied as a matter of course. 

Now with regard to this repetition, there arises the question— Should the 
repetition be in the manner of the ‘ Measuring Rod * [where the whole Rod 
is let fall on the ground, several times, so that the entire nine days are to be 
repeated as one composite whole in the manner described above] ? Or is 
each part of it to be augmented in its own place [The Aindravdyava being 
repeated three times, then the Shukra being repeated three times, then the 
Agrayana being repeated three times] ? 

Question — 11 In what way would it be ‘like the measuring Rod and 
in what way would there be ‘ augmentation in its own place T 

Answer — If the occasion consists of the ‘ Days \ then after the first nine 
‘days’ have been completed, the General Law points to the admissibility of 
the Tryanika into the other remaining (three) ‘ days ’ also ; and henco what 
presents itself iB the order ‘ The Aindravdyavdgra is the first day and then 
the Shukragra ’ ; — after these nine also have been completed, the same 
again presents itself as ‘the Amdravdyavagra being the First Day’.— This 
would be repetition ‘ like the measuring rod ’.—On the other hand, if the 
occasion is not of the ‘ Days then the interval between the Prdyaniya and 
the Udayanvya is filled up by the nine anikas ; so that at the Gavdmayana 
also, it would have to be filled up by the nine anikas ; and on the com- 
pletion of this, there would be no further repetition ; so that this would not 
be ‘ in the manner of the Measuring Rod ’ ; — and yet without augmentation, 
the said interval could not be filled up; hence it comes to this that each 
anikd should be augmented (by repetition) in its own place. 

The Purvapatya on this question is as follows : — “ The repetition is to 
be in the manner of the Measuring Rod. With this view, we hold that 
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the occasion is that of the * Days \ It is declared that ‘ The Aindravayavagra 
is the First Day, then comes the Shukragra ’ — this Shukragra also is under- 
stood to be the Day, as that is what forms the subject-matter of the Context ; 4 
hence the occasion must be regarded as that of the * Days \ Therefore we 
conclude that the repetition is in the manner of the Measuring Rod. Of 
the various methods of Repetition, that in the manner of the Measuring 
Rod is the most reasonable; as in this case the order of sequence remains 
preserved. For instance, when one says ‘Repeat the section three times \ 
it is read in the manner of the Measuring Rod (that is, the section as one 
composite whole is read three times), with a view to preserving the order 
(of its component parts). In the same manner it should be done in the 
case in question. Just as at this same Gavamayana, - when the Ehadash/im 
comes to be repeated, it is repeated (as a whole) in the manner of the 
Measuring Rod, and there is no augmentation of the several component 
parts in their own respective places.” 

StJTRA (84). 

•[Siddhanta]— In fact, thebe should be augmentation (of the 
components) ins theib own places ; AS the number of 
the 4 Days ’ is not perceptible. 

Bhd$ya, 

In fact, there should be augmentation of the components in their oum 
places,— and the repetition shall not be in the manner of the Measuring 
Rod ; with this view we hold that the occasion is not of the Days. — Why ? 
—Became the number of the Days is not perceptible ; as a matter of fact, 
the number of the nine Daps is not perceptible, as also the fact of the Aindra- 
vftyava 0up being the first that has been enjoined.—" Why should not the 
Dap be regarded as enjoined ? ” — Because there would be sy tactical split : 
The would be that * The first is that in which the Aindravayave, 

ig the first,— and this is a Day, not a group of dayB * ; tht, would involve 
a syntactical Split, Hence it follows that the mention of the Ahargana 
is only a reiteration. Such being the case, with a view to preserving the 
order of sequence, recourse must be had to the alternative of having an 
augmentation of the component parts in their own places ; that is, having 
augmented those of wbieh the Agrayana is the first, augmentation should be 
done to those at which the Aindravdyava is the first. 

StJTRA (85). 

FuBTHEB, IN THE REPETITION OF THE ‘ Pr§THYA WE FIND THE 

* Agrayana ’ mentioned on the thirty-third * day ’ ; while 

UNDER THE OTHER VIEW, EC WOULD BE THE £ AlNDBA- 
VAYAVA ’ THAT WOULD OCCUPY THAT POSITION. 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also we conclude that there should be 
augmentation of .the components in their own places. — “Why sot” — 
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’Under the later half of the sacrifice, on the repetition of the Prsthyd, we 
find that ‘the character of having the Agrayana for the first’ is what appears 
on the thirty-third 6 day \ — “ How so ? ’’—There is the following passage— 

‘ Jagailm mi chhanddmsi pratyavarohanti, agrayanam mi grahdh, brhat 
'prqthani, trayastrimsham stomah ’ ; — all this is possible only if the com- 
ponents are augmented in their own places, not if there is repetition ‘in 
the manner of the measuring rod — -“Why ? ” — 'During the first half, the 
Tryamkd is repeated thrice ; so that, without being repeated, it ends with the 
Aqrayarva* ; and the second half also begins with the Agrayanas under the 
impression that the revolution has been complete. Thus then, in the first 
ninth part comes the thirty -third day ; hence it becomes one of which the 
Agrayana is the first ; — and in this way this declaration becomes explicable. 
On the other hand, if the repetition were * in the manner of the measuring 
rod’, in that position We would have the Aindravdyava (not the Agrayana). 
—“How ?” — Beginning with the Trivet, when we arrange the ‘days’ in 
groups of nine, there remain seven in the first half ; therein the Aindravd- 
yava is the first, the Shukra is the first in the Visuvat, and the Agrayana 
is the first of * the first Svarasdman hence the Tryanikd becomes com- 
pleted in the Vishvajit ; and the thirty-third day comes to be one of which 
Avndravayam is the first ; which is incompatible with the statement quoted 
Above. Hence we conclude that there should be augmentation of the eompo- 
jnents in their oVn places. 

[The Subodhinl supplies the following account of the ‘ days ’ of the Qava- 

mayana. There are 361 days in all. — 180 days form the First wing or Half 

and 180 the Second wing or Half ; — in between these two halves, like the cen- 
tral pillar, is the One day called ‘ Visuvat ' ; — in the First Half, the first day is 
called the (IT “ Prdyaniya ’, — (2) the second day is called the ‘ Ghaturvvm8hal ’ > j— 
these two days have been directly declared as having the Aindrmayava as 
the first ; — after this comes the Tryanikd ; — herein are four Abhiplams, each 
made up of one Sadaha or ‘ Six-Day ’, — thus giving the total of 24 days; — then 
comes the Prqtkya, which is made up of another $adaha, which means another 

6 days ; 24+6 make up 30 ; — similarly during the second, third, fourth, and fifth 

months;— -this makes the total number of days 30 X 6= 150 ; — during the sixth 
month there ate three Abhiplavas, each made up of a Sadaha ; which makes 18 
•days one Prsfhya, also made up of a Sadaha; — this is 6 days -then there is 
the Abhijit which takes only one day ; — then 3 more BJcahas, called ‘ Svarasdman 
thtwfl malm 3 days; 28 in all during the sixth month ; — thus the total comes to be 
<j (the first two days)-}- 150 (first 5 months) +28 (sixth month) = 180. — Then comes 
the Central Day called ‘ Visuvat ’, 181. — Then comes the Second Half-, first of all 
them are 3 Svarasdmans then the ‘ Bkdha ’ named ‘ Vishvajit then the 
Prsfhya which is a Sadaha (Six Days),— total 10 then 3 Abhiplavas each of which 
is one Sadaha, thus making a total of 18; — again the Pjrsthya, which is a Sadaha, — 
4 AbMplavas, each consisting of a Sadaha; this gives 24; these 24 and 6 
make 30;— thus we have 30+18+10=58 then the last 30 days are. repeated 
riirim over, — 90; thus we have 58+90=148;— then again there are 3 AbMplavas, 
each 'consisting of a Sadaha, thus making 18 days ; — then 2 more consisting of the 
Mantra * Ayusgauh then the 10 Central Days of the Pvddashaha , — and 2 days of 
the Mahdvrata and the AHrdtra; — thus we have 148+ 32=180 days. — The two 
halves with the one Central Day, make up 361 days of the Gctvdmayana, also called 
; the Samvatsara-ydga,] 



StTRA (86), 


At the * BkIdashina ’ there is repetition because of the 
declaration to that effect. 

BM§ya. 

It has been argued (under SB. 83) that it should be as in the «ase of tho 
daghina.— It is right that in the case of the Ekddashinas, there should bo 
itition ‘ in the maimer of the Measuring Bod ’ ; because there is a declara- 
to that effect — ‘ VdrunamarUatah pimah parydvrtte$vagneyamem pratha - 
cmi dlabteta ’ ; — in accordance with this declaration, there is repetition 
the manner of the Measuring Bod’ of those that are repeated over again * 
lis, being found to be impossible at the Dvddashdha, finds room in the- 
dmayana. What is there that a Direct Declaration cannot do ? There is- 
mrden too heavy for Direct Declaration. 


StJTRA (87). 

Also because we find indicative texts. 

Bhasya. 

There is an indicative text also which points to the same conclusion* 
as to how the Ekadashinas are repeated ‘in the manner of the Measuring. 
Rod. * 1 Prdim vd ehadashinah yadekadashimbhiriyuruhanyaAirichyante 

pasham vd ’.—If the components are augmented in their own places, there 
is no excess : it is only in the case of ‘ repetition in the manner of the measur- 
ing rod ’ that there is al ways either excess or shortage . From this also we con- 
sider it only right that in the Ekddashina , there should be ‘ repetition in 
the manner of the Measuring Bod ’, 



Adhikarana (27) : At the ‘ Analytic ’ Dvddashaha, there 

should be change of the Metres of Mantras only. 

SUTRA (88). 

I- VSMUCH AS THE ‘ CHANGE OP METRE’ HAS BEEN SPOKEN OF IN CON- 
NECTION with the £ Analytic ’ DvAdashIha, it is the text of 
the Mantras relating to * Bhaksa ‘ Pavamana 

‘ PaRIDHI ’, AND ‘ KaPALA ’ THAT SHOULD 
UNDERGO MODIFICATION. 

Bhasija. 

There is the Dvddashaha sacrifice in its 1 analytic ’ and ‘ synthetic ’ 
forms ; of these the Analytic form is thus described — ‘ Aindravayavagrau 

atha dve aindravayavdgre ’. — In connection with this Analytic 

form of Dvddashaha there is the following declaration--' The metres ponder 
over the regions of one another — the Qayatn over that of the Trigpup, the 
Tristtup over that of the Jagati, the Jagatl over that of the Qayatn \ [Here 
we have an interchange of metres laid down.] — At the same sacrifice, there are 
( I ) the Bhaksa, (2) the Pavamana, (3) the Paridhi, and (4) the Kapdla.— 
(1 ) Related to the Bhaksa, there is the mantra — ‘ Bhakge hi md visha 


gayatracJdandasah Iristupchhandasah jagaiichhandasah .... bhak$aydmi ’ ; 
— (2) related to the Pavamana, there is the mantra — ‘ ShyZnosi gdyatn- 
chhandah suparnosi trigtupchhanddh sakhdsi jagatichhanddh paraya ’ ; 


— (3) in relation to the Paridhi, there is the mantra — * Qayatro madhyamah 
paridhih, iraistubho dakqino, jagata wttarah ’ ; — (4) in relation to the Kapdlaa, 
there is the mantra — ‘ A§tdkapdlah tartiyasavanikah, ’. 

In regard to this, there arises the following question: — When there is 
‘change, of metre’ (as prescribed), is there to be change (1) of the Bhaksa - 
mantras as well as of the Bhaksa, — (2) of the Pavamdna-mantras as well as of 
the Pavamana, — (3) of the Paridhi-mantras as well as of the Paridhis, — (4) 
of the Kapala-mantras as well as of the Kapalas ? Or is there to be ‘ change 
of metre ’ in the mantras only ? 

The PUrvapakga is as follows ' “ There should be change of the Mantras 

as also of the subject-matter of the mantras. — Why ? — Because the declara- 
tion is without distinction ; the declaration that there is makes no distinction 
at all ; it says — ‘ The metres ponder over each other’s regions — the Qdyatri 
over the TriQtup's, the Trislup over the JagatVs, the Jagata over the 
QdyatrV s ’ ; there is nothing in this to show that the change is to be of the 
mantras only (not of their subject-matter). Hence there should be 
change of mantras as well as of their subject-matter. As a result of this, 
(A) the Central Paridhi should be placed in the position of the Bight 
one, — the Bight one in the position of the Left one, — and the Left 
on© in the position of the Central one; — (B) the A$takapdla should be eon- 
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nected with Midday ,— the Ekddashalcapala with the Third Sawno— the 
Dvadashakapdla with the Morning Savarui ;— (0) the Drink connected with 
the Morning Savana should be drunk in place of the Midday Drink,— the 
Midday Drink should he drunk in place of that related to the Third Savana, 
—and that related with the Third Savana should be drunk in place of that 
related to the Morning Savana ;— and (D) the Bahispavamgna should be 
used in place of the Midday Pavcmmna ,— the Midday one in place of the 
lrbham,—md the Arbhava in place of the Bahi§pavamana” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Suldhanta ;■ It is not 
right that there should be ‘ change of metres ’ all through, without distinc- 
tion; the change should be in the mantras only; it is the metres in the 
mantras alone that should be changed.— Why so ?— Because it is only the 
metres of the mantras that are capable of being really changed; as for the 
Bhakga and other things, even on being changed, they remain what they were, 

the Bhah§a still remains Bhakga, and so on. For instance, if the BhaTcga 

(Drink) related to the Morning Savana is drunk at the time of the Midday 
one, it would not become ‘ related to the ^fi^up-metre ’ ; so on, in all 
oaS6g> __How so ? — Because even at its own time, the Drink is not * related 
to the Gdyatn-metre ; it is only the Oayatn , — not what is not-Qdyatn, that 
can take the place of the Tmtup ; and certainly the Drink and.other things 
are not Gdyatn. Thus there is no possibility of any change of the Drink 
and other things. On the other hand, the metres of the Mantras can very 
well exchange their places.— Hence the change should be made Only in the 
metres of the Mantras. 


End of Pdda v of Adhydya X. 




ADHYAYA X. 


PADA VI. 


Adhxkabana (I) : The Rathantara and other Sdmans are 

sung over a Verse-triad. 

SUTRA (1). 

[P&rvapaksa] — “ At the sacrifice, they should be (sung) over 
A SINGLE VERSE, JUST AS IN THE BEADING OF THE TEXT.” 

Bhdsya. 

The Sdmans for m the subject-matter of this AdhiJcarana — such as 
Rathantara, Brhat„ Vairupa, Vairaja, Shahvara, and Raivata. 

In regard to these, there arises the question — Should the singing of these 
be done over a single verse ? Or over a Verse-triad ? 

The Purvapak§a ¥ is as follows “ At the sacrifice they should be sung 
over a single verse ; they are so sung at the time of reading the text ; and 
as they have been sung at the time of reading the text so should they be 
sung at the sacrificial ‘performance ; — -it is only right that there should be 
no difference between what is done during the reading of the text and what 
is done during the performance of a sacrifice ; as it is only for the purpose 
of sacrificial performances that the text is read ; — hence at the sacrifice the 
Sdman should be used just as it has been used during the reading of the 
text. — From this it follows that the Sdmans should be sung over a single 


The Sdmans that form the subject-matter of this Adhikarana are those 
which have their origin in single verses, not those that are based in their very 
origin upon Verse-triads. As has been said — ‘ Simdsantaniya evdpaiyashdk- 
varavarnam ’ ( ?) — [This is the reading of MS. D. MS. 0. reads 4 Yathdhimasata~ 
niyatashvdpatyashdkvaravantum ’ ; in any case the words are not intelligible].” 


SUTRA (2). 

[Siddhanta] — In fact, they should be sung ovbb a vebse-triad 
AS Vine FIND INDICATIVE texts to that effect. 


Bhdsya. 


3 not right that they should be sung over a single verse. - 
we find indicative texts ; there is the following indicati 
irena prathamdyd fchah prastouti dvyaksarena uttarayoh ’ 

>f the singing are spoken of as bearing upon the 4 first i 
i> later verses ’] ; if the singing were done over a single v 
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would be no sense in the use of the terms ‘ first *• and ‘ later two ’.—Hence it 
follows that they should be sung over a Verse- triad. — The following is another 
indicative text pointing to the same conclusion — ‘ The Rk said to the Saman 
— Let us pair together ; Saman said — Thou art not fit to be my wife, the Veda 
is my majesty ; then becoming two, the Rka said the same thing ; the Saman 
said- — You are not fit for being my wives, the Veda is my majesty ; then 
becoming three, the 1 %Jcs said the same thing ; whereupon the Saman said — 
Let us be together \ — From this also it follows that when a hymn is sung, one 
Saman is chanted over throe verses. 

Says the Opponent — “ This that you have put forward is only an 
indicative text ; state some direct reasons.” 

Answer — In the whole of the Pgveda, there is no verse that is named 
* Prathamd ’ (First), nor are there any named ‘ Vttard ’ ; in fact, both these 
names are relative ; hence in the text quoted, when it is said that the hymning 
should be done with eight syllables of the Prathamd (first) verse , and with two 
syllables of the XJttara ( two later) verses, it is clear that three verses are being 
referred to. — Similarly, though the text ‘ ffifcam sdma trche hriyate stolnyam ’ 
appears to be only reiterative, yet on the basis of the commendatory passage 
describing the conversation between $k and Saman, it is clear that the said 
text is injunctive (not merely reiterative). This is what has been explained 
under Sutra 3. 5. 21. 


Adhikarana ( 2 ) : The term * Svardrk ’ serves the purpose 

of indicating the time for the ‘ Viksana 

SUTRA (3). 

‘ Looking at Svardrk * should be taken only as indicative of 

TIME ; BECAUSE IT IS FOR THE SAKE OF SOMETHING ELSE. 


There is the text — ‘ Ishvaram vai rathantaramudgdtushchaksuh, pra- 
rnathitd rathantare prastuyamdne sarmiilet svardrsham prati ihk§eta' [‘The 
Rathantara is the all-powerful eye of the Udgatr ; when the Rathantara is 
begun, the Pramathitj- should close his eyes and look towards the Svardrk'.] 
In regard to this, there arises the question — The ‘ looking at the Fire ’ 
that is here laid down — is it meant to be an accessory of the sacrifice ? Or 



is it mentioned only as indicating a particular point of time ? — What we 
have to consider in this connection is — Is ‘ looking towards the Svardrk (Fire) ’ 
meant to be subsidiary to the ‘ closing of the eyes on the starting of the 
Rathantara ’ ? Or is the sentence ‘ he should look towards the Svardrk ’ t 
a separate sentence by itself ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows “ The ‘ looking towards the Svardrk 1 
is meant to be an accessory and the sentence laying it down is separate by 
itself. — Why ? — Because it is clearly understood to be different ; the sentence 
* he should look at the Fire ’ is found to be clearly distinct from the preceding 
sentence. — ‘But the sentence is actually found to be non-separate also 
from the preceding one: Having laid down that on the starting of the 
Rathantara one should dose his eyes, it goes on to reiterate that * he should look 
towards the Svardrk.' — The answer to this is that, in both these constructions, 
we have to regard the two sentences as distinct ; this difference would be 
inconsistent with the non-difference urged by the objector ; and when there 
is a conflict between Injunction and Reiteration (and the question is whether 
the sentence ‘ he should look towards the Svardrk ’ is an injunction or a reitera- 
tion), the right course is to take it as an Injunction ; firstly because in that 
case it says something new, — and ‘ a mere declaration serves no useful 
purpose 1 , as declared under Sutra 1. 2. 19; — secondly because we find a 
clear injunction ; a clear injunction is perceived in the word ‘ vikseta ’ 
(‘should look’); — thirdly , the Direct Denotation of the words becomes 
accepted; for instance, the words ‘ should look at the fire’ clearly lay down 
the act of ‘looking’ towards what is denoted by the term 'svardrk'-, so 
that there is direct connection between what is denoted by the term 
‘wardrk 5 and the act of ‘looking’. If the words were not taken to mean 
this, then the term ‘ svardrk ’ could only indirectly indicate a particular time. 
And when there is conflict between Direct Denotation and Indirect Indication, 
the most reasonable course is to accept the former. From all this it follows 
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that the ‘ Looking’ is meant to be an accessory. — Or, the text ‘ Svardrsham 
prati wkqeta ’ may be construed in the following manner, to show that the 
‘Looking’ is meant to be an accessory -What is denoted by the term 
‘ svardfh * is the means of accomplishing the ‘ looking ’ ; this would foe in keep- 
ing with the Indicative text, as also with Syntactical Connection, — inasmuch 
as the term ‘ svardrk' is actually present in the sentence.— From all this it 
follows that the act of ‘ looking* is meant to be an accessory.” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Shldhdnta Looking at 
Svardfk ! should he taken only as indicative of time, bemuse it is for the sake 
of something else. — It is not that the * Looking ’ is meant to be an accessory ; 
in fact, the connection between what is denoted by the word ‘ svardrk * 
and ' look ’ is for the purpose of indicating time. — “ Why ? ” — Because the 
Soman is for the sake of something else ; in the text ; Ratfumtamm prstham 
bhamti % th q- S aman is declared as to be used in the Pr§tha-hymn ; which 
means that when the words of the verses are making up the Hymn, the 
said Saman helps in this making up by showing forth the words of the hymn 
to an advantage by means of note-combinations a I other details. Such 
being the case, when the Saman is employed i-. t foe iPjmning, th se words 
of the verse which are inter -related also come to be employed in the same: 
consequently, inasmuch as the term ‘ svardrk ' also occurs in the text of 
the verse, it follows that that term also is employed in. the Hymning;— 
hence we conclude that, inasmuch as it is for the sake of something else, 
its presence must be indicative of time. 

Says the Opponent — “ The term ‘ svardfk ’ is only contained in the 
verse ; the actual injunction is of the Rathantara : which must set aside 
what might be merely inferred from the presence of a particular term ; 
hence the sentence could directly point to the looking. being an accessory.” 

Anstver — As a matter of fact, one thing can be taken as setting aside 
something else oply when it is found that, if it did not set aside this latter, 
it would serve no useful purpose in the case in question, the injunction 
in question does not become useless by not setting aside the implication 
of the term * svardrk ’ ; as even so it serves the very useful purpose of indi- 
cating the time during performances. 

It might be argued that — “ on account of the presence of the term in 
the Mantra, and by reason of the injunction of the Saman, th© connection 
of the term with the act of Hymning is direct; while the relationship of 
an act and its means is expressed by Syntactical Connection ; and as both 
facts are cognised by valid means of knowledge, there can be no incom- 
patibility in the case.” 

But it is not so ; if one accepts the relationship of an act and its means, 
in the case of the term as taken apart from the Mantra-text, — he cannot 
at the same time, recognise the connection of that word, uttered only once, 
with the Hymning ;— in fact, if he did recognise this connection, he should 
utter it again, not otherwise. Hence the relationship of the act means 
also should rest in the Hymn itself. What is recognised is the 
of the means with the connection of the act in the Hymn itself, — not in the 
connection of the Hymn , as no particular means are present. — Thus then* it 
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being proved that there is no inconsistency between the text of the Mantra 
and the injunction of the Sdman and the sentence ‘ one should look at the 
Smdfk % — the presence of the word should be taken as serving the purpose 
of indicating the time. That is- why we say that the presence of the term 
serves 'to indicate the time. 

It has been argued that — '“"Where both difference and non-difference 
are possible, it is difference that should be accepted, — and where both 
Injunction and Reiteration are possible, it is better to accept the Injunction ; 
and as we. find the Injunctive affix, we should conclude that it is an Injunc- 
tion.” • . ■ 

Our answer to this is as follows: — True ; between Injunction and 
Reiteration, Injunction is superior, on the ground that it puts forward 
something new ; but this can be so only if there is no other means of know- 
ledge bearing upon the matter in question. In a case, however, where the 
a dmissib ility of what forms the subject-matter of the Injunction happens to 
be already expressed by some other word, or already implied by something 
that has gone before, — in such cases, the subject-matter being one that is 
already%nown, the text (though with the Injunctive affix) has to be taken 
as only reiterative . — Now in the case , in question, the act of ‘ looking * is 
already indicated by the man’s own needs, because unless the man looks 
at things, he cannot take part in the activities involved in the performance 5 
and thus the act of looking being already thus implied, the injunctive affix 
(in ‘vik&ta ’) must be taken to be merely reiterative. 

“But the direct assertion that ‘on the ’starting of the Rathantara, 
one should close his eyes ’ would set aside the looking if it were only implied ; 
just as the PragdpaH-vmtas (observances laid down for the Religious Student) 
set aside, by Direct Assertion, all those activities which would be prompted 
by the desires of the man.” 

It is not so understood. — “ Why ? ” — Because it is prefaced by the 
beginning of a particular action — * when the Rathantara is started ’ ; so that 
when this starting has been done, this sentence has fulfilled its purpose, and 
hence it cannot set aside the looking that is implied by the needs of the man. 

It has been argued that — “the connection of what is denoted by the 
term ‘ svardrk ’ and the ‘ looking ’ is got at by Syntactical Connection ; while 
the act of looking is already indicated by the meaning of the sentence and the 
indicative term in the shape of the root ‘ drsM' (‘to see’, in the term 
‘ svardrk ’).” 

Our answer to this Is as follows: — The term ‘ prali ’ (in the sentence 
Svardrsham prati vtfcseta’) is a preposition ; and hence it signifies, by Direct 
Denotation, the fact that what is denoted by the term ‘ svardrk' is an 
indicative «ign. And it has been already understood that Direct Assertion 
sets aside th« Indicative word, as also Syntactical Connection. — -Or, there 
need be no setting aside of Syntactical Connection in this ease ; what 
Syntactical Connection signifies is mere relationship, — sometimes the rela- 
tionship between an act and its means, sometimes the relationship between 
the qualification «.nd the qualified^ sometimes the relationship between the 
mdwftto r and the indicated and so forth, several other forms of relation- 
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ship ; — in the case in question, it is the relationship of indicator and 
indicated which is found necessary and hence accepted as the particular 
relationship ; so that Syntactical Connection is not set aside. As for instance, 
in common parlance, when it is said ‘ it is flashing at the tree the relation- 
ship between the. Tree and the Flashing is not that of cause and effect ; all 
that is understood is that the Tree is mentioned as the mark, the indicator 
of the flashing that has proceeded from somewhere else. In the same 
manner, in the case in question the term ‘ svardrk ' is mentioned as the 
indicator of the looking, which has been already prompted by the needs of 
the man ; and hence the sentence is not useless ; because, unless the indicative 
and the indicator are spoken of in a sentence, their relationship cannot be 
recognised. 

It has been argued that “on account of the presence of the root 
‘ drshi ' (‘ to see ’, in * svardrk ’), the indication of this is honoured (under the 
Purvapaksa view).” 

But as a matter of fact, we do not find even this (reason) yielding the con- 
clusion desired (by the Purvapak?in). The root ‘ drshi ’ can denote the act of 
looking only when it is used for its own sake, not when it is used for the sake of 
something else ; — in the term ‘ svardrk ’ , the root ‘ drshi ’ appears with a 
prefix, and hence it is understood to be a subordinate factor in the character 
of the Nominative Agent, which agent is the predominant factor. When the 
Nominative Agent is expressed, he is not recognised as an indicative of the 
act of looking, because the root ‘ drshi * is an entirely subservient factor • 
and the word that denotes the Nominative Agent cannot be construed with 
the root ‘ viksa ’, to ‘look’. If what is enjoined were that ‘one should 
look at Svardrk ’, — and the question arose who ‘ Svardrk ’ was, the only 
answer available would be that it is one looking at whom has been enjoined ; 
— so that being in ignorance, we could not determine what should be done. — 
On the other hand, if the meaning of the Sentence is that ‘ One should 
accomplish the looking by means of the Svardrk', there also, as it is not known 
who or what ‘ Svardrk ' is, the same difficulty remains. — Thus we find ihat 
if we hurriedly accept any of these constructions (possible under the 
Purvapak§a), we follow neither the Indicative Word nor the Syntactical 
Connection. On the other hand, if we connect the Looking with the Svardrk 
as the indicative (of time), then at the time of the utterance of the word 
‘ vik$eta the said connection does, somehow or other, become recognised ; 
— then, as for the connection with the Hvmning, it is not inconsistent even 
with the denotation of the Nominative Agw t ; as the necessary co-ordination 
is there, it being connected with ‘ fsh&na ’ as a qualification of thi« latter,— 
in the Mantra — ‘ Ishdnam svardrsha-m, tastnusah ’ . — It is for these reasons that 
we assert that the sentence ‘ Svardrsham prati mkseta ' is connected with 
the act of Hymning, as indicating the time. 

“ What is the use of aU this discussion ? ” 

If the ‘ looking ’ were taken as an accessory, — then, in the case of the 
transference laid down in the text ‘ RatJmntaramititarayorgayati the injunc- 
tion* that ‘when the Rathantara starts one should close his eyes’, would 
present itself ; — and as the term ‘ svardrk ’ is not present in the TJttara 
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verses, there would be no restriction regarding the ‘ looking \ — in accordance 
with the Purvapak§a ; while according to the Siddhanta, the ‘ Svardrk ’ 
being an indication, the time for looking would not be past till the time 
indicated (i.e. at the time that the word * svardrsham ’ is uttered during the 
singing); and hence the restriction becomes secured (that the Looking 
should be done at that time). 
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Adhikaeana (3) : At the 4 Gcivdmayana * sacrifice, during 
the ‘ Prsthya-Sadaha \ the 1 Brhat *, emd the ‘ Rathantara ’ 
should he separated. 

StJTRA (4). 

[PUbvapak§a] — “ In the case op the £ Pb^thya ’, as thebe is simul- 
taneous INJUNCTION, BOTH THE SiMANS SHOULD BE CHANTED ; 

AS IN THE CASE OE THE ‘ SkIhA 

Bhasya. 

There is the following text — ‘ Prqihyah $adaho brhadrathantarasdma ' 
[‘ The Pr?thya-$a$aha should have the Brhat and Rathantara Saman ’]. 

■ In regard to this, there arises the question — Should, on each of the 
six days, both the Santana be chanted ? Or, on some days, the Brhat 
and on some, the Rathantara ? 

“Why should such a question arise at all ? ” 

The compound ‘ brhadratharUarasdmd ’ becomes applicable to the 
4 RatRiha ’ in both cases;— he. when the term ‘ hrhadrathantara ’ is taken as 
standing for the Brhat and Rathantara conjointly, as also when it is taken as 
standing for them severally. Hence what is to be considered is, whether the 
compound 4 brhadrathantarasdma ’ is a Bahuvnhi containing within itself a 
Dvandva, — it being expounded as 4 brhadrathantare samani yasya ’ (‘at which 
the Bfhad — Rathantara are the Soman’), — or it is a multi-membered 
Bahuvnhi, — being expounded as 4 brhat yasya — rathantaram yasya — games’ 
[* that which has Brhat — that which has Rathantara — for its Saman').— li it 
is the former Bahuvnhi, then both the Saman should be chanted conjointly 
on each of the six days j if, on the other hand, it is the latter kind of Bahuvrihi, 
then they should be chanted separately (on different days). 

The Puroapakfa on this question is as follows : — “ Both the Sdmans 
should be chanted conjointly; hence we explain the compound as a Bahu- 
vnhi with a Dvandva compound within itself.— -Why ?— Because the terms 
‘ brhat ’ and ‘ rathantara’ are in close proximity to one another, and we 
therefore regard the term 4 hrhadrathantara ’ as a complex formation ; and 
when there is a complex formation, compounding is essential; further, in 
the case of a Dvandva compound, if it is taken as denoting its own meaning, 
then alone is Direct Denotation followed, as well as the intimate relationship 
between the terms preserved ; otherwise, both these would be militated 
against. For this reason, we conclude that the compound ‘6 rhadrathcm- 
tarasdmd is a Bahuvnhi with a Dvandva within itself ; — and such being the 
■» case, on each of the six days, both the Sdmans should be chanted jointly. — 
Why so ? — Because the Dvandva compound, in this case, is of that kind 
which denotes mutual companionship between the two numbers ; so that the 
meaning is that 4 wherever there is Rathantara, it should be accompanied 
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by the Brhat It is this mutual companionship that is meant by the term 
‘ simultaneous injunction ’ (in the Sutra). From this it follows that on each 
of the six days the two Soman* are to be chanted together. 

“ Ah in the, case, of the Ekdha ( Su ) just as in accordance with the text 
1 Jyoydmayavinah ubhe kuryat, mmsdve uhhe kuryat apachitavapyekahe brhadra- 
thantare kuryat ’ [both the Brhat and Rathanlara are chanted together at 
the Ekdha]” 

SUTRA (5). 

[SiddhInta]— In fact, the compound has been formed with the 

TWO MEMBERS TAKEN SEPARATELY J HENCE THERE IS NOTHING 
WRONG IN THEIR BEING SEPARATED. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right that both the Sdmans should be chanted on each of the 
six days ; in fact, on some days, the Rathantara , and on some days the Brhat 
is to be chanted ; and it is not true that the two Sdmans are enjoined con- 
jointly. — Why ? -Because, even if the term ‘ brhadrathantarasdmd ' be expli- 
cable according to both views (the Purvapak$a as well as the Siddh&nta), 
— even so the right course would bo to chant the two Sdmans separately. — 
— Why ? — Because at the Archetypal Sacrifice, the Prstha has been made 
up of only one Sam, an ; hence, in accordance with the General Law, it should 
be made up of only one Sa/man at the Ectypal Sacrifice also. Such being 
the case, everything due to the Brhat as well as everything due to the 
Rathanlara would bo done. 

If it be held that— “ what makes up the Pr§tha is the combination of 
Brhat and Rathanlara, neither the Brhat alone, nor the Rathantara alone ” , — 
then, in that case, the conditions of neither one would be adopted; as that 
would go against the General Law. It is not only that the conditions of 
neit her would be adopted ; in fact, neither the Brhal-Prqtha nor the Rathantara- 
Pr§tha would be secured. And by reason of this discrepancy, it would become 
an entirely different performance. 

Then again, that the Prstha is to consist of the two Sdmans combined 
can be only indirectly implied. While such assertions as 4 Brhat pr${ham 
bhavati \ 4 Rathantaram prstham bhavati ' are indicative of the fact that the 
two are not to be combined. , 

Further, the term ‘ brhat \ standing in need of connection with the term 
‘ satnan cannot be eomiected with the term 4 rathanlara 1 ; — and as for 
close proximity, this is equally present between the terms ‘ rathantara - ' and 
1 sdman ’. — Then again, if the yiew is adopted that the term 4 brhadraihantara ’ 
is a complex formation, the. chances of its being taken as a Dmndva 
compound becomes very much lessened. Nor is it necessary that whenever 
there is complex formation, there must be compounding ; because the 
revered Pan ini has made it a matter of opt ion. — Further, the mention o f the 
term 4 sdman ’ clearly shows that the Brhat and the Rathantara are the 
characteristic marks of the Sdman. — From all this it follows that the two 
Sdmans are not to be chanted together. 
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It has been explained already that even when the Samans are separated, 
there is no incongruity in the term ‘ b r ha<frathardarasdmd ’ ; for instance, 
when it is said that 1 for a month Devadatta is to feed on clarified butter 
and oil’, what is meant is that he is to be fed, for half a month, with 
clarified butter, and for the other half, on oil,— similarly the term ‘ bfhad- 
rathantdrasamd ’ also may be explained. 

As for the fflkaha, as it is to be done only on one day, there is no possibility 
of * separation ’, hence it has been said that ‘ Samastd jyogdmayavirwh 
vbhe Jcuryat \ 
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Adhikarana (4) : At the * Prayaniya ’ aiwZ ‘ Udayaniya \ 

the ‘ Ekadashina 9 should be dealt with severally. 

SUTRA (6). 

[PO kvapaksa — continued ] — “ Among the ‘ Ekadashinas there 

VERILY SHOULD BE COMBINATION, AS THAT IS WHAT IS BONE 
AT THE ARCHETYPE.” 

. Bhdsya. 

Thero is the following text — ‘ Ekddashindn prayatayodayanitfayorati- 
ralmyoralabheta ' p One should sacrifice t ho eleven animats on the Prayaniya 
and Udayaniya Atiratras 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Should all the eleven 
animals be sacrificed on the Prayantya day, and again another eleven on the 
Udayaniya day ? Or, out of the eleven animals, some are to be sacrificed on 
the Prdyaniya day and some on the Udayaniya day ? — This question arises 
because the form of expression is the same in both cases. 

The Purvapakm is as follows : — “ The term ‘ hi 1 (‘ verily ’) implies the 
absence of all doubt. Among the eleven animals there must be combination ; 
i.e. all the eleven are to be desalt with together on the Prdyaniya day, and 
again all the eleven, on the Udayaniya day.— Why ?— Because this is what 
is done at the Archetype; at the Archetypal Sacrifice of the Jyotistoma all 
the animals are sacrificed together ; and the same combination is 
rendered admissible in the case in question also, by the General Law.— 
Further, the Prdyaniya or the Udayarivya day is spoken of only as a distinc- 
tive qualification ; and when all the eleven are found to be enjoined in con- 
nection with the Prayaniya day, there is nothing to differentiate which 
ones from among the eleven are so enjoined. Similarly in connection with 
the Udayaniya also.*— From all this it follows that there should be 
combination.” 

SUTRA (7). 

[POrvapak§a— concluded]— ,l Also because distributive treatment 
HAS BEEN PROHIBITED.” 

Bhdsya- 

, 

“There is prohibition of distributive treatment in the text ~'On tile 
Prayaniya and Udayaniya, one should sacrifice the eleven annuals*. 
In the ordinary way, there is distributive treatment, as asserted .**; the 
text ‘one should be sacrificed on each day’ ; and in accordance 
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■with this, one animal would be sacrificed on the Prayanlya day and the 
other anima ls on other days. — Under the circumstances, what the text in 
question does is to prohibit those to be dealt with on the other days ; and 
all of them come to be dealt with at the Prayanlya , and so again at the 
Udayamya. Hence it follows that all the animals concerned may be 
sacrificed on the Prayanlya day.” 


S0TRA (8). 

[Siddhanta] — In tact, thebe should be separate treatment, on 

THE BASIS OF DIRECT ASSERTION, — AS IN COMMON PRACTICE. 

Bha§ya. 

The term ‘ va ’ (‘ in fact ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above. It is not right that they should all be dealt with together, — there 
sfiould he separate treatment. — Why ?— Because of the Direct Assertion of 
Duality, we have the assertion of Duality in the word ‘ prayanlyodayam- 
yayoh ’ ; — and* this duality is asserted as something to be made up, — and 
not as a distinctive feature. — Why 1 — The injunction of the Skddashinl 
being close by, what is done is that after having enjoined the Ekadashinl 
by direct declaration, — again having indicated it by Direct Assertion, — for 
the purpose of laying down the purpose, it is again added — ‘ Prdyaniyoda- 
yamyayoh r ; the compounding found here becomes possible because members 
of the Dvandva compound are predominant factors, and hence there is 
need for the compounding. The compound being there, it denotes mutual 
companionship ; so that the Skadashinl appertains to the Prayanlya, not 
alone, by itself, but as accompanied by the Udayamya ; — similarly it apper- 
tains to the Udayamya also (as accompanied by the Prayanlya). Hence 
the significance of the sentence is complete with the whole lot (of the eleven 
animals). If, on the other hand, the two (Prayanlya and Udayamya) were 
not regarded as something to be seemed, then the members of the Dvandva 
compound would become subordinate factors, — and hence there being 
no need,— the compound itself would become impossible; and in that 
case the signification of the sentence would be complete with each one of 
the eleven animals,- — As a matter of .fact, we find it spoken of as something 
to be secured.— -Hence there must be distributive (separate) treatment. 

As in common practice as in common practice, when it is said 
‘give a hundred to Devadatta and Yajnadatta ’, what is signified by the 
oompound (‘ devattayaj-hadattayoh' 1 ) is what is enjoined (predicated), and 
what the sentence means is that ‘ the hundred that is to be given should 
be given to Devadatta and Yajnadatta 5 ; and on the strength of the predioa* 
turn, of the Dvandva compound, the ‘ hundred ’ is divided (between the 
two persons). Similarly in the case in question, the * Eleven animals ’ 
have to be divided (between the Prayanlya and the Udayanlya). 
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SUTRA (9), 


Also because there is distributive treatment at the 
Archetype. 


For the following reason also there should be separate treatment. — 
“ For what reason ? ” — There is distributive treatment at the Archetype ; 
as we read in the text — 6 At the Bkddash/im one should sacrifice one every 
day’. It is a modification of this Bkadashim that is laid down in the text 
in question — 6 One should sacrifice the fJhJidasMnas at the Prdyanlya and 
TJdayanlya Atirdtra $\ — Hence we should, as far as possible, preserve the 
distributive treatment. 


SOTRA (10). 


IN CASE OF UNCERTAINTY, THE COURSE IS DETERMINED BY THE PROXIMITY 

of the Archetype. 


Bhdsya. 


This Sutra anticipates the following objection — Says the Opponent — 
“ If distributive treatment is desired, then five will have to be sacrificed 
on one day and six on the other ; and it cannot be decided which number 
shall be sacrificed at which of the two— the Prdyaniya and the Udayaniya ; 
— and as it cannot be ascertained, there will be uncertainty ; and when 
there is uncertainty, there can be no activity ; so that the injunction would 
become futile 

In answer to this, we have the Sutra — In the mm of uncertainty, — i.e. 
the doubt raised in the objection, — proximity to the Archetype is what is 
principally followed; hence we decide that five of the animals would be 
sacrificed on the Prayaniya and six on the Udayaniya day. 


SUTRA (11). 


In that case there should be only three ”, — if this is urged 
[then the answer is as given in the next Siltra.] 


Bhdsya. 

u If you think that proximity to the Archetype is to be princip 
followed, then, in that case, only three should be sacrificed at the PrQyany 
—just that number which, would be in keeping with the plural number. 
This objection has been uj'ged against the Siddh&nta. 



AS IN THE CASE OE THE 


Ehdsya. 
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Adhikarana (5) ; When it is declared that c the Vishvcyjit 
is Sarvaprstha \ it is only one 1 Samam , 5 that is to he 
brought m at the point that has been 
emjomed as the ‘ place of Prstha \ 

StJTRA (13). 

[P0rvapak§a] — “ Ik the case oe the ■ Sarvaprstha ’, inasmuch as 
THE TERM * PRSTHA ’ IS THERE, ALL THE Pr§THAS SHOULD BE 
BROUGHT IN AT ONE AND THE SAME PLACE, — THE PLACE 
OF THE PrSTHAS HAVING BEEN ALREADY 

DETERMINED.” 

Bhapya. 

There is the text — ‘ Vishvajit sarvaprgihah * The Vishvagit sacrifice 
is one at which all Prgthas are introduced’, these Pf#taa being the six 
Sdrmns, (1) Rathantara, (2) Bfhat, (3) Vairupa, (4) Vairdja, (5) 'SMkvara, 
and (6) Raivata]. 

In regard to this, there arises the following question — Are all these 
Pr$thas to be introduced at the place that has been assigned to the Prtfha ? 
Or only one Prqtha is to be introduced at that place and the rest are to be 
brought in elsewhere T 

“ Which is ‘ the place assigned to the Prfftta ’ ? ” 

The interval that oomes after the Madhyandina-Pavcmdna and before 
the Maitravarurm -Sdman is the * place assigned to 'the P?§tha \ 

The Purvapaksa is that — “ this same place would be the place wherein all 
the Prgthas {Sdman) have to be brought in. — Why f — Because of the use 
of the term ‘ PT&ha *. The place in question is one that has been assigned 
to all that is used as the Prqtha ; hence all the Sdmans must be introduced 
at that same place 

SftTBA (14). 

[SiddhAnta] — In pact, there should be dispersal, on account 
of the Injunction. 

Bhasyct. 

The term * tu' (‘in fact’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above. What has been urged above on the basis of reasoning should be set 
aside on the strength of Direct Injunction ; and the Direct Injunction is 
that one Sdman only is to be used as ‘ Prqtha 5 and the others are to be wed 
as ‘ Parisdma — “ How so?” — There is the (injunctive) text — ‘Pavamdni 
rathantaram haroti, drbhave brhat, madhya Uardni, vairupam hotuh prqtham, 
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vaimjam brdhmasama, shakvaram maitrdwrunasama ’ . [Where the use of 
the single Saman is laid down]. Thus then, by adopting this method, the 
said Injunction is made useful, if the other Samans are used as ‘ Parisciman 
Otherwise, there would he no justification for the injunction of one Saman 
to be used as ‘ Prstha \ In order to avoid this contingency, we conclude 
that one Saman only is to be used as ‘ Prstha ’ and the others are to be used 
as ‘ Parisdrmn V 



Adhikarana (6) ; The ‘ V airupa-Saman * amZ the * FW- 
rdja-Sdman 5 are to he med as 
4 Prstha \ 

SUTRA (15). 

[POrvapaksa] — “ The VairUpa-Saman should find place in the 

ENTIRE SACRIFICE, BECAUSE OF ITS CONNECTION WITH THE 
(ENTIRE) SACRIFICE ; JUST LIKE THE * Trivrt *, IT 
SHOULD HAVE ONLY ONE SlMAN.” 

Bhasya. 

There is the.Jyori$toma-sacrifiee, at which there are two particular 
terminuses ’ — Ukthya and Sodaahin ; in connection with these, we read — 

‘ Ukthyo mirupa-samd , . . Sodashi vairdjasdmd ’ [‘The Ukthya is that 
which has the Vairupa-Sdman; the tfodashin is that which has the Vairdfa- 
&aman , J , 

In regard to this, there arises the question— Does the Vairupa-Sdrmn 
enter into the whole of the Ukthya- sacrifice, land the Vairaja-Saman, into the 
whole of the godashin-sacrifice ? Or are they to be used only in place of 
the * Pr^fha ’ ? 

The 'Purvapakm is as follows : — “ Throughout the whole sacrifice, there 
should be the one Sdman, the Vairupa only (at the Ukthya), and the Vairdja 
only (at the ftodashin). — Why “l— Because of its connection with the entire 
sacrifice. ; without any specification, the Vairupa-Sdman has been enjoined 
in connection with the whole sacrifice ( Ukthya),~~&o also the Vairdja (with 
the ffodashin) ; consequently neither of them can be used in place of the 
Pr§tha only .—Just as in the case of the ‘ Trivjt — in the case of the text — 
‘ The Agnigpoma is trivrt ’, — the Trivrl-stoma enters into the whole sacrifice 
(of the Agniqtoma), — in the same manner, the two Sdtnans in question should 
extend respectively into the whole of the sacrifices. — Or, as in the case of 
the text — ‘ Dhenuraihaiqa bhurvaishvademh trivfdlm sarvastasya mshva- 
vatyah stotriyd dhenurdaksina, ' — the milch cow (Dhenu) is used in place of the 
entire Sacrificial Fee, so also should the two Samans in question enter 
respectively into the whole of the two sacrifices [Ukthya and tfotjashin}.” 

SUTRA ( 16 ). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, they should be used only in place of 
the ‘ Prstha \ because of the presence of the 
indicative of the Archetype. 

, : ;• '• ■ - h ^ '' ' ' 

Bhasya. 

In reality, the two Sdmans should be taken as to be used in place of 
the Pr8pha.~B.ovr ? — In the two compound words ‘ VairUpa-sdma ’ and 

- , 
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‘ Vmrdja-sama % there is the term 5 Soman ’ which is indicative of the 
Archetype ; and it indicates that compounds are to be taken as Bahuvnhi ; 
so that what is enjoined is, not the Vairupa-Sdman of the Vairaja-Saman, 
but the fact of the sacrifice having the character of having the Vairupa 
Soman and the character of having the Vairdja Saman. The connection too 
is with the Sacrifice , not with the Hymn ; in fact, even in a single Hymn — 
if the Vairupa and the Vairdja Soman are chanted, — the sacrifice can have 
the character of having the Vairupa Saman and the character of having the 
Vairdja Saman. — -How ? — If the Samati is laid down in connection with a 
Hymn, then it would be chanted over all Hymns ; because all equally are 
Hymns such however is not the case; hence, when over a single Hymn, 
the Vairdpa and the Vairdja Saman are chanted, there comes about the 
character of having the Vairupa Saman and the character of having the Vairdja 
Saman. — And when this is done in connection with a single Hymn, they 
should be used in the place of ‘ Pr§tha * ; because the character of having the 
Vairupa Sdman that is enjoined is a quality, — and so also is the character 
of having the Vairdja Saman and as such they could be used only 
in place of a quality of the same kind ; — at the Archetype, the qualities of 
this kind are the character of having the Brhat Sdman and the character of 
having the Bathantara Sdman so that the presence of these indicatives of 
the Archetype shows that the character of having the Vairupa Sdman and 
the character of having the Vairdja Sdman are to he used in the place Of 
‘ Pf$ha ’ ;— in accordance with the principle, arrived at in Sutra 8. 1. 2. — 
From all this it follows that the two Sdmans in question are to be used 
in the place of ‘ Pftfha \ 

StJTRA (17). 

“ It would be like the ‘Trivet’”, — if this is urged, 

[then the answer would be as in the following Sutra). 

Bhdgya. 

If it be urged, as has been argued before, that— “Just as in the case of 
the text ‘ Trwpt agniqtomah the character of 1 Trivjt ’ enters into the 
whole sacrifice,— so should it be in the case in question also ”, — then this has 
to be refuted [and we proceed to refute it in the following Sutra). 

;■ ■■ StJTRA (18). 

That cannot be; because at the Archetype the connection is 

NOT WITH THE WHOLE SACRIFICE. 

■' Bhd$ya. . ' • 

It cannot be as suggested. lu the case in question, we find $iat by 
reason of the signs of the Archetype, the Vair&pa and Vairdja cannot be 
connected with the whole sacrifice. In the case of the * Trivft there is no 
such connection with any marks of the Archetype which could lead us to 
take it as not connected with the whole sacrifice. Tfwnnfl the case of 
* Trivjt * is different from that of the two Sdmans' in question. 
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StJTRA (19). 

« On account of the injunction, it cannot be so ”,— if this is 
urged [then the answer is as in the following Sutra]. 



If it be urged, as has been argued before, that— “ just as the Injunction 
of the Milch Cow is used in place of the entire Sacrificial Fee on Earth, so 
should the two Sdmans also be used at the whole sacrifice ",— ( then the 

answer is as follows) — 

SUTRA (20). 

In the case of uncertainty, it could be so, as in that case it would 
be quite reasonable ; specially because there is no 
difference in the act. 

BMsya. 

It is quite possible that the Milch Cow should set aside the entire 
Sacrificial Fee on Earth. Because when there is an uncertainty as to 
whether the said cow should, or should not, set aside the entire Sacrificial 
Fee, it is only right that it should set aside the entire Sacrificial Fee.— 
-Because there is no difference in the act ; i.e. the purpose of the 

Sacrificial Fee remains undisturbed, whether it is done by means of the 

entire Fee or by means of the Milch Cow. Because the Milch Cow is found 
to be laid down as serving the same purpose as the Sacrificial Fee, — in the 

text “ The Milch Cow is the Sacrificial Fee ’ ; hence in that case it is only 

right. In the case in question however, the presence of the sign of the 

Archetype has set aside the grounds that were present in the other case.— 
Hence this case also is not analogous to that of the Sdmans in question. 

StJTRA (21). 

At. s o BECAUSE THERE IS NO MODIFICATION OF THE ARCHETYPE. 

Bha§ya. 

For the following reason also the Sdrnma cannot be connected with 
the whole sacrifice.— “ For what reason ? "—Because there is no modification 
of the Archetype ; that is, in this way, there is much of the Archetype that 
would remain unmodified ; and to that extent, the General Law would be 
obey ed.— From this also we conclude that the two Sdmans in question are 
not connected with the whole sacrifice. 


Adhikarana (7) : In the case of the text 4 Trivrdagnisto - 
mah \ the change of number is in the 4 Stoma \ 

SUTRA (22). 

[F0bvafak§a] — “ In the case of the * Trivet as it is a number, 

THERE SHOULD BE A MODIFICATION OF THE NUMBER OF : 

ALL THINGS.” 

BkSsya. 

We have the text * Tnvrdagni?tomah 5 The Agnisfoma is threefold ’]. 

la regard to this, there arises the question — Does this number * three- 
foldness ’ pertain to ail accessories of the Agm^toma t Or is it restricted 
to the Stoma only ? 

The Purmpa-hfa is as follows : — “ When it is declared that ‘ it should 
be threefold \ there should be a modification of every number. — Why ? — 
Because in common parlance, the term * threefold ’ (‘ trivrt *) is used in the 
sense of * connected with the number Thret \ as we find in the case of such 
expressions as * the threefold rope % * iha threefold gem 1 ; in the case in ques- 
tion also, when it is said that ‘the Agnisiowia should be trvft, threefold.’, 
what is meant is that the Agmstoma should be ‘ connected with the number 
Three ’ ; and this connection of the Agniptmna with the number Three can 
be brought about only through the number characterising the accessories 
of the Agmsfcmux , — not directly by itself ; — because Number is a quality. 
Further, hare.no particular thing is predicated which could be measured 
by the number .in question ; so that in the absence of any specification, 
whatever accessory of the Apiisfmna there may be fit for being characterised 
by » number should be taken to be characterised by the said number Three % 
which would, by reason of its belonging to the genua * number \ modify the 
original number of those accessories. Just as, when it is said that i Bevadatta 
should be fed with Curds, Clarified Butter, and Bice, and YafnadaUa should 
be fed .like D&mdatta, with. oil \ — the oil is used for the purpose of lubricating 
the food, on fee ground of its belonging to the genus of * lubricants %— and 
it is not used for ihapurpose for which Bice is used ; — in the same manne r, 
in the ease in question, the number should be used for the purpose of number- 
ing only.” 

S0TRA (23). 

[SroDHlNTAj — I n fact, it is of the ‘Stoma’ only, because w® find 
' INDICATIVES of it. ■; 

: xf- 1'- : Bba$ya, / v 1 ■ ■ 

It is not right that the number of everything should be changed ; in 
fact, it is the number of 4 Simna ’ only that sho M be changed. — How so ?j 
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— Because in another text, the term ‘ Prwrt ' threefold ’) is found to he used 
in connection with the Stoma;— e.g. in the text ‘ Trwrt-baMsjmmmrtah', 
it is clearly perceived that the term ‘ trvvrt' pertains to the Stoma ; similarly 
in the text ‘ Trwrdayrristotnah 'there is the same word ‘ Prvrt ’ pronounced ; 
and it would bring to the mind its same relative ; thus the text, being 
indicative of the Stoma, should modify the number of the Stoma itself. 

The following objection is here put forward “ This is not possible; 
because as a rule numeral terms are hot restricted in their application ; 
they specify anything to be numbered with which they are connected; as 
is clearly shown in such expressions as ‘threefold ropo % ‘ threefold gem’. 
Consequently when it is co-ordinated with the BaMspammarm, it specifies 
the Hymn; and in other cases also whatever may foe there to be numbered, 
the numeral shall qualify that ; so that the presence of the indicative of the 
Stoma also cannot be a ground for restricting the application of the numeral 
term in question.” 

The answer to this is as follows The term • trwrt ' in the present con- 
nection, transcends its ordinary connotation, and is used in the sense of a 
peculiar relationship of number and numbered ; for instance, in the sentence 
‘ Tritrt-bahispavamdnah % what is expressed is the number mne as pertaining 
to Stomas ; so that what are spoken of are the nme Siolriyas ; — from this it 
follows that the number in question subsists in these. — Similarly in an- 
other case also we find the declaration— * Trc^askdJa^alasttwrtd stomma 
mmmitd nava prakrUraptrakri/i/ra^mstomasya \ where the nme Kapalas are 
spoken of as measured by the 1 trwrt stoma' ; and this shows that the term 
‘ Irivrt ’ has that well-known sense. Hence from the said well-known usage, 
and from the co-ordination that has been found, it is recognised that such is 
the meaning (of the term ‘ terwrt ’). — In common parlance also, the meaning 
of words is ascertained either through co-ordination or through usage; as 
in the case of such expressions as ‘ Ay am devadattah ’ (* This is Demdatta}.--~ 
From all this it follows that the term * trwrt having been found elsewhere 
to be used in the sense of the peculiar relationship of number and numbered, 
brings that same relationship to the mind, through the presence of ati indi- 
cative ; that is how, in the case in question, it comes to be taken a® res- 
tricted to the Stoma. — It has been argued that— “ numeral terms are not 
restricted in their application, and are connected with all tilings ’’.—But this 
has been already refuted by showing that the team is to be taken, not in its 
etymological sense, but in its conventional sense. — Thus then, the num- 
bers of other accessories (except the Stoma ) not being set aside by the 
sentence * trivft agnigfotnafy ' , the indication of the General Law becomes 
duly respected. 


Adhikarana (8) : In cases of ‘ Ubhayasdma \ there is 
combination of the Brhat and the Rathantara. 

SUTRA (24). 

[PObvapaksa]— •“ Ik the ‘ Ubhay sama ’ thebe should be dis- 

TBIBUTION, Ab i ?. TxvE ‘ VlSITVA T IT 
Ehasya. 

There are certain sacrifices (such as the Samsava and the Apachiti ) 
called ‘ Ubhayasanian ’ (Lit. ‘That at which both Samans are chanted’), 
laid down in the text — ‘ Samsava ubhe kurydt, ‘ apachitavapyekdhe ubhe 
kurydt ' [‘ At the Samsava, one should use both Samans, at the Bkaha 
Apachiti also one should use both Samans 

In regard to this, there arises the question— -At these sacrifices, should 
the two Samans, Brhat and Rathantara, be chanted separately, or together ? 

Question—-"' What is there to show that they should be chanted 
together ? — Anrj what is there to show that they should be chanted 
separately ? ” 

Answer— The same text that has been just quoted would seem to 
indicate both these courses. 

“ How ? ” 

What the text means is tliat the sacrifice has to be connected with 
both the S&mans ; whether these Samans are chanted separately or 
collectively, in both cases the sacrifice becomes connected with them. Thus 
both the courses appear to be indicated in the text, — What then is the right 
course ? 

Purvapak^a : — “ They should be chanted separately. — Why ? — At the 
original Primary (Archetypal) sacrifice, the Prgfha has been made up by 
either the Brhat or the Rathantara ; hence it follows that in the present case 
also, m accordance with the General Law that ‘ the Ectype should be per- 
formed in the manner of the Archetype’, the Prgpha should be made up by 
either the one or the other of the two Samans. It is only thus that in the 
working of all the rites connected with the Prqpha, the details of the Archetype 
become entirely followed. On the other hand, if both the Samans together 
were to make up the Prqpha, inasmuch as they would nullify one another, it 
would beoome an entirely different operation, as the Pf§tha would be neither 
* Brhat ’ nor ‘ Rathantara \ — Such being the case, so long as it is possible to 
obtain both the meanings from the text, there is no reason why the General 
Law should not be followed,— From this it follows that, just as, at the 
Vishvajit sacrifice, the Brhat and the other Samans are not all chanted at 
one and the same place {vide — Sii. 10. 8. 13-i4, above], so in the present 
instance also, the two Samans are not to be chanted together,” 
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SUTRA (26). 


[Sidbkanta] — In fact, both should be taken as serving the 

PURPOSES OF THE * PRSTHA 5 j AS THEY ARE NOT FOR ANY 
OTHER PURPOSE. 


Bhdsya. 


It is not right that the two Sarnans should be chanted separately ; in 
fact, they should he chanted together.— Why ?— At the Archetype, the 
Prsfha has been made up, either by Brhat or by Rathantam, optionally ; at 
the Ectype, in the case in question, under the General Law, they are 
understood to be used, optionally, at the same place (as at the Archetype), 
— and it is in modification of that idea that the present text lays down the 
associating of both — Both ’ — the Brhat and the Rathantara — should be 
chanted’ this association of both is secured only if the two Sdrrnns do 
not renounce one another ; — both of them being laid down as to be secured, 
the assertion of Duality and the assertion of association (both by the word 
‘ ubhe ’) has to be taken as duly significant ; — hence it follows that wherever 
(at the sacrifices in question) the Brhat-Sdman is chanted, it is always 
accompanied by the Rathantara-Saman, never alone .by itself. 

The following argument might be put forward here — “ What is meant 
by the ‘ association ’ of the two Sdmans is that they should both be used 
at the same main act (sacrifice) this ‘ association’ is maintained even 
when they are chanted separately (so long as they are chanted at the samo 
sacrifice). For instance, when Devadatta and Yajhadatla are said to be 
associated in the act of cooking,— if one does one part of the cooking and 
another does another part, — and one does not do exactly the same work 
that is done by the other; — similarly in the case in question, one Sdman 
will make up one Hymn, and the other will make up another Hymn ; and 
they would be associated in the sense that they would be helping the main 
performance conjointly.” 

The answer to the above is as follows: — What has boon put forward 
is the right course in a case where there is association of two such things 
as are dependent upon one another. In a case, howovor, whoro the associa- 
tion is in any one part of the action concerned, — beginning, middle or end, — 
there the two have to go togother, not separately. — “ Why ? ” — Becauso 
the idea is that the one Sdman will help the sacrifice in the samo manner 
in which it would when accompanied by the other Sdman. 

As for the argument that— — “ in ordinary life, oven when several agencies 
are spoken of as operating in a certain ease conjointly, each of these functions 
separately”, — the answer is that it is so in that case. becauso conjoint 
functioning is impossible ; for instance, when a pot is boiling on the oven, 
it is not possible for anything else to ho boiling thoro at the same t»mw ; 
and hence by reason of this impossibility, no one does it ; and not because 
it has not been laid down by the texts as to be done by the two confomtly> 
not otherwise. In the case in question however, there is no such impossi- 
bility; because the use to which the Brhat and the Rathantam are put is 
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the embellisliing of the verse ; and this embellishment of the Prstha they 
can do conjointly ; and hence the only right course is that they should be 
used together. 

It has been argued that — “ when both courses are possible, it is better 
to follow the General Law, so that, if all the accessory details of the Archetype 
are adopted at the Ectypft, there would be no harm done ” the answer 
to this is that, inasmuch as their conjoint use has been laid down directly 
by an injunctive text, there can be nothing wrong in rejecting the implications 
1 of the General Law. 

SUTRA (26). 

Also because we find indicative texts. 

Bhdsya. 

There is an indicative text also which shows that the Samans in question 
are to be used together, not separately.—' “ What text ? ’’—The text says— 

‘ Mahdvrk§au hi brhadrathantare nidhanena samapyete, yanmahdvrk§au 
aamrchchhyete na hyaira vibhaynam prabhagnam ’ ; here a difference of 
* nidhanas ’ (the musical finale) is spoken of, which shows that the two 
S&tnans are used at the same place. If they came at different places, there 
would naturally be a difference in the ‘musical finale’ (and there would 
be no need to mention it) ; when however they come together (at the same 
place), then alone, it becomes necessary to speak of the difference in the 
‘ finale ’,— For this reason also they should appear at the same place. 

There is another indicative text also : ‘ Purvahno vai raihaniararn , 
apardhno brhat ’ ; here the two Samans are spoken of as parts of the same 
day ; which shows that they should appear at the same place. 

From all this it follows that the two Samans come in together in place 
of the Pfffha. 


Adhikarana (9) : The 4 Eating of Honey ’ a?w£ ifte 4 Eating 

of Clarified Butter 5 should come in at the end of 
the 4 Sadaha ’ ( Six-Day-Session ). 

StJTRA (27). 

[PCrvapak§a] — “ The eating of potions in connection with the 

4 PHSTHA ’ SHOULD BE DONE AT THE REVERSED ACT AT THE END OF 
THE THIRTY-THIRD (STOMA) J BECAUSE OF ITS IM- 
MEDIATE SEQUENCE ; AS AT THE ARCHETYPE.” 

Bha$ya. 

In connection with a certain sacrifice, we read — ‘ The $a$aha, connected 
with the Prstha begins with the Thirty-third {Stoma) ' ; — in connection with 
the Dvadashaha, there is the following declaration— ‘ When the ftadaha, 
connected with the Prstha is finished, one should be made to eat Honey or 
Clarified Butter’. — This Eating of Honey and the Eating of Clarified Butter 
become admissible at the former sacrifice, under the General Law.— And 
in regard to this there arises the question- — Should the Baiting be done at 
the end of the Thirty-third Stoma (which is the first Stoma at the §adaha) ? 
— Or at the end of the (whole) $adaha ? 

The Purvapaksa starting with the Sutra is as follows : — “ In connection 
with the Prstha, the Eating of potions should be done at the reversed act — 
§adaha — at the end of the Thirty-third (Stoma) — [At the normal tfadaha the 
order of Stomas is as follows — (I) Trivet* (2) Fifteenth, (3) Seventeenth, 

(4) Twenty-first, (5) Twenty -seventh and (6) Thirty -third at some 
modified ectypes, this order of Stomas is reversed and (1) the Thirty -third \ 
comes first, (2) then the twenty-seventh, (3) Twenty-first, (4) Seventeenth, 

(5) Fifteenth and (6) Triyrt. — It is. this latter that is spoken of in the Sutra 
as the ‘ reversed * Sadaha — ‘ Why ? ’ — Because of immediate sequence', 
i„e. at the Archetype (Le. the Normal Sadaha), the ‘ Eating of the Potions ’ 
has been done after the Thirty-third Stoma (this being the last Stoma in the 
case) ; — hence if one were to act as at the Archetype and do the Eating at 
the end of the Thirty-third Stoma , he would honour the General Law ; — and if 
he were to do it at the end of another * Day he would be ignoring the General 
Law. — Immediate sequence is an * order of sequence and it has been found 
to be a basis of particular relationships ; — in the present case, the ‘ imme- 
diate sequence * of the Eating Of Potions has been found to be in relation 
to the Thirty-third Storm ; and hence it is to be done after the Thirty -third 
Stoma." 
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SUTRA (28). 

[Seddhanta]— In fact, it should be done at the end ; as the time 

HAS BEEN FIXED. 



It is not right that the ‘ Eating of Potions * should be done at the end 
of the Thirty-third Storm ; in fact, it should be done at the end of the (whole) 
Sadaha. — Why ? — Because what has been declared is that it should be done 
‘ when the Sadaha, is finished — not ‘ when the Thirty-third is finished ’ ; 
that is, at that end which is marked by the completion of the Sadaha, not 
that marked by the Thirty -third or any other Stoma the Sadaha is 
finished in six days, not dn the one day, the Thirty-third. 

It has been argued that — “ By reason of the immediate sequence to the 
Thirty-third at the Archetype, the Eating should be done, in the case in 
question also, in immediate sequence of the same”. — This however is not 
right ; because at the Archetype it was as a matter of course that the 
immediate sequence of the Thirty-third came about. — How ? — Because at 
the Archetypal Dvadashaha (where we have the normal S a 4aha at which 
the Thirty-third is the last Stoma) it is on the Thirty -third ‘ Day ’ that the 
Sadaha is completed ; — so that in the present case also there would be 
eating when the Safaha is completed. — Thus then, the * Eating ’ is connected 
with that day which is marked by the completion of the Sad aha ; — this is 
what is meant by tho declaration that it is to be done ‘ when the Sadaha 
is completed ’ ; — it is not to be done on what is marked by the completion 
of the Thirty-third. 

It has beon argued that “ the ‘ order of sequence ’ is a basis for deter- 
mining particular relationships”. — True, it is a basis for it; but not in cases 
where it runs counter to a more powerful authority ; in the present case it 
has boon laid down through Syntactical Connection that the eating should 
be done at the end of the Sadaha ; so that, when a particular relationship 
has been established on the basis of Syntactical Connection, mere Immediate 
Sequence (Order) cannot serve as the basis for any other relationship. 

Prom ail this it follows that the Eating should be done at the end of 
tho S°4aha. 


Adhx&abana (10) : Even when the $adaJm * is repeated, 
the Eating of Honey and Clarified Butter is to be 
done only once. 

SUTRA (29). 

[P0 RVAPAKS a] — ‘ ‘ When there is repetition, there should be re- 
petition of the Sating, as the whole sacrifice is performed 

OVER AGAIN,” 

Bkdsya. 

There is the text * Avrttam prsthyam sadahatnupaf/anti ’ [* They have 
recourse to the repeated tfadaha pertaining to the Prstha ; at that repeated 
Sadaha, the act laid down in the text— 4 On the completion of the $adaha 
pertaining to the Prspha one should eat Honey or Clarified Butter ’ — becomes 
admissible under the General Law. 

In this connection, there arises the question — With the repetition of 
the ftadaha, should the Ealing also be repeated ? Or, should it be done 
once only, at the end of the gadaha ? 

The Purvapakqa is as follows : — “ When there is repetition of the ftaQaka, 
the Eating must be repeated. — Why f — Because, the whole sacrifice is per- 
formed over again ; the performance of the sacrifice is repeated.; and when 
that is repeated, everything connected with it should be repeated ; — just as 
the Stolra said Shastra hymns connected with the tfadaha are repeated, 
so should the Eating also, which is connected with the tfadaha, be repeated.” 



SUTRA (30). 

[SiddhAnta] — In reality, it should be done at the end, as that 

IS THE TIME HOD FOR IT. 


Bhdsya. 

What has been said— that “ When the Sadaha. is repeated, the Eating 
also should be repeated ” — is not right ; in reality, what should be don© is 
that the Eating shpuld be done once only at the end of the Sadaha — why ? — 
Because that is the Bme fixed for U ; the time for the Eating has been, fixed 
as ‘ after the completion of the Safaha \ * Samsthite fafahi % — and * 8am- 
sfhdna * means end, — Le. the cessation of operations relating to the Qatfaha ; 
—when one takes up the repeated performance of the Sadaha, he is not 
regarded as having desisted from the operations relating to the tfafaha 
and so long as the Performer does not desist freon the operations, the 
Sadaha is not completed ; because the ‘ Completion ’ of an act means that 
the actor turns his back upon it or takes up another act. When a man 
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is repeating the Sadaha, ho Is not. turning Ms back upon it, nor is be taking 
up another act, he is repeating that same act ; — so that the Sadaha cannot be 
regarded as finished at that stage ; and when it is not finished, and there is no 
completion, the Eating does not come in at the time ; if it were done, it would 
be something not sanctioned by the scriptures. 

It has been argued that — “ just as the Stotra, Shastra said other details 
of the Sadaha are repeated (when the Sadaha is repeated), so the Eating 
also would be repeated — But this is not right ; those details are all 
connected with the 1 Bay * ; so that when the ‘ Days ’ are repeated, it is 
only right that the Stotm and the rest should he repeated ; in fact, they 
have not been enjoined in connection with the ‘ end * of the sacrifice. In 
the case in question however, the Eating has been enjoined in connection 
with the * end * of the sacrifice, which fact has been already put forward as 
tiie reason (in support of the Siddhanta),— -From all this it follows that it is 
not right that there should be a repetition of the Eating. 

Further, if the Eating in question were a (part and parcel) of the 
Sadaha, then it would naturally be repeated with the repetition of its 
Primary; as a matter of fact however, it is not a part. — Why ? — Because 
there is no ground for its being regarded as a part ; — it could be regarded 
m a part either by reason of the Context, or through Syntactical Connection , 
or through noticing that it helped the main act effectively. Not one of these 
conditions we find present in the present case. As for the Context, that 
belongs to the Dmdashdha, not to the Sadaha. As for Syntactical Connection, 
what the expression ‘ SamMhite gadahe ’ (* on the completion of the Sadaha) 
predicates is the Eating on the completion of the Sadaha ; and the Sadaha 
is * completed ’ only when none of its parts remains to be done. — Lastly, 
the Datings of Honey and Clarified Butter do not accord any help to the 
Sadaha. — “ Why 1 ” — Because the Eating is done after the Sadaha has 
ceased. It could have accorded a help only to the extent to which it would, 
by bringing about his satisfaction (of hunger), produce in the performer the 
strength, requisite for carrying out the details preceding the completion 
of the sacrifice ; certainly this eould not be done after the Sadaha had been 
finished. As for Order and other evidences of subsidiary character, these also 
Can be evidenced for particular relationships only through the help of other 
evidence®, never by themselves alone. — From all this it is clear that the act 
of Mating is enjoined for men at the time marked by the * completion of the 
Sadaha ', mod hence it should not be repeated in the case in question. 


Adhikarana (11) : At the c Gavamayana \ the * Eating of 
Honey ’ and the ‘ Eating of Clarified Butter ’ are to 
be repeated every month . 

SUTRA (31). 

When there is interruption, there should re repetition, because 
there is difference of time. 



la connection with the 1 Gavamayana ' 1 sacrifice, we read — 1 Chalvard’- 
bhiplavah sadahah, prgthyah sadahah sa mdsah sa dvitiyah m irPkfah m cha- 
turthdh sa paiichamah ’ [where the repeated performance of the $adaha 
for several months is laid down]; — in this connection, the General Law 
makes admissible what is laid down in the text — * At the completion of the 
Sadaha related to the Pr§thya, one should eat. Honey or Clarified Butter’. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is this ‘ Eating of the 
Potions’ to be repeated every month? Or is it to be done only once, at 
the end of all ? Which is the correct course ? 

The Purmpakva is as fellows: — '‘In accordance with the principle 
evolved in the preceding AdhUcarana, the Eating should be done once only ; 
it is only at the end of all, — not before that, — that the man desists from the 
operations relating to the Satiaha ; before that, even after he has performed 
the Sadaha, he proceeds again with the same ; — nor is the Smfaha ‘ completed ’ 
if the Tv>in.n takes up its performance, again ; — at the end of all however, he 
does not take it up again ; — hence it follows that the Eating should be done 
at the end of all.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Stddhdnta; — When there is 
interruption , there should he repetition, as there is difference of time there 
should be repetition of the * Eating of Potions % and it should not he done 
only once. — “ Why ? ” — Because the occasion is repeated ; the ( Commotion 
of the §adaha ’ is the occasion for the Eating ; so that whenever the 
is repeated, the occasion for Mating is repeated ; hence the Eating should be 
repeated* 

It has been argued that — “ it is only at the end of all, — not before, — 
that the man desists from the operations relating to the Sculalta ; even 
after having performed it, he again proceeds to take up the same The 
answer to this is as follows Even when he takes up the same act again, 
yet it is only after completing one performance that he .begins the other 
performance, and he completes this again this is not what is done in the 
case of the mere repetition of the Sadaha (dealt with in the preceding 
Adhikarana ) ; in that case them was repetition of the Pr$bya before it was 
quite finished ; in the present ease on the other hand, the four Abhiptavas 
intervene between one gadahet and the other ; and hence by reason of the 


intervention of a different subsequent act, the operations relating to the 
Prtfhya most be taken to have been completed. This is the difference 
(between the present ease and the one dealt with in the preceding 
Adhikarana). — That this is so is clear from the fact that until one action is 
completed, the other action cannot be taken up. Tim ‘ End * (or * Comple- 
tion *) of an action is of two kinds — (1) having done it, one turns bin hack 
upon it, and (2) he takes up another action, — as has been already explained 
above.-— Prom all this it is clear that every month the Prqihya ($adaha) is 
repeated, along with an intervening factor (in the shape of the AbMplavm ) ; 
and when it is thus repeated, the Eating due to its completion has to be 
repeated ; hence the Eating should be repeated every month. 


Adhikarana ( 12 ) : At the Dvadashaha, the Sattra - 

{ performers also are to eat the Honey. 

f . SUTRA (32). 

[PCrvapaksa] — " Being initiated, they should not eat Honey, 
BECAUSE THE Y HAVE THE CHARACTER OF THE ‘ RlHJGIOUS 
I ■' Student : 


Bhasya. 



In connection with the Dvadashaha, we read — ‘ On the completion of 
the Sadaha related to the Prat ha, one should eat Honey or Clarified Butter \ 

In regard to this there arises the question— Should Honey be eaten 
toy the Sattra-performers dr not ? 

Tlfe Purvapahsa is as follows — “ It should not be eaten ; — why ? — 
because being ‘ initiated \ they have the character of the 1 Rel igiotis Student ’ ; 
-—and Honey -eating has been forbidden for the Religious Student — * He 
should avoid Honey and Meat ’ ; — hence it follows that they should not eat 
the Honey.-— It may be argued that ‘ the injunction of Honey-eating is a 
special one, and hence it sets aside the said prohibition which is a general 
rule ’, — We say, it cannot set it aside.— Why ? — There are two forms of 
Dv&dashaha, according as Honey or Clarified Butter is eaten, — and the Sattra- 
performers would eat Clarified Butter (not Honey) ; at the Ahina, the eating 
of Honey is done by the Priests ; so that there would be these two kinds of 
Dvadashaha, with two different substances ; and there would be done nothing 
tliat is incongruous. — From all this it follows that the Sattra-performers 
should not eat Honey.” 


StJTRA (33). 

[SiddhAnta]— In fact, rr should be eaten, as it is for purposes 

OF THE SACRIFICE. 


Bhasya. 

It is not right that Honey should not be eaten by Sattra-performers ; 
in fact, it must be eaten. It has been laid down for all performers, without 
any distinction. When two forms of Dvadashaha are spoken of, in the text 
‘ On the completion of the tfadaha related to the Pfgtha one should ©at Honey 
or Clarified Butter', it is with a view to the two substances (Homy and 
Clarified Butler) being used as optional alternatives, — and not with a view 
to different performers. Hence we conclude that the Sattra-performers 
also should eat Honey. 

It has been argued that — “ inasmuch as it is possible to take the two 



them ; specially as the courae suggested would not be incompatible with the 
Eating being an auxiliary to the Dvddashaha ”. — The answer to this is as 
follows : — On the completion of the §adaha — pertaining to the ftattra, or to 
the Ahina, — it is laid down, without any distinction that Honey or Clarified 
Butter is to be eaten; — under the circumstances on what grounds can we 
restrict the Sating in any way ?— If it be urged that “ it could be done on 
the ground of inconsistency that cannot be, because the Injunction and 
the Prohibition have been asserted in reference to different matters ; — the 
Prohibition relating to the purposes of the man, and the Injunction relating 
to the purposes of the sacrifice . — If the Prohibition were regarded as more 
authoritative than the Injunction, then in that case, the Injunctive sentence 
would be entirely superfluous. — It might be argued that “ it would have its 
use in the other alternative course — -But. that is not possible, as the subjects 
are different ; it is only when there are two alternatives relating to the same 
subject and with the same purpose that, we have Option, — not when the 
two relate to different purposes. In the case in question, we find that the 
two relate to two different purposes.— How so ? — -The Injunction is for the 
purpose of making the sacrifice complete in all its details, and the Prohibition 
is related to the purposes of the man being fulfilled by the due keeping of an 
observance (of not eating Honey). 

From all this it follows that the Sattra-performers should eat Honey. 



Adhikarana (13) : The 4 Mdnasa ’ is part of the Tenth 

‘Day' 

SUTRA (34). 

[POrvapaksa — continued ] — “ The ‘Mana.sa’ should be a different 

‘ DAY ’ ; AS DIFFERENCE HAS BEEN DECLARED.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection witli the Dvudashdha, we read — ‘ Ana/yd tvd patrena 
samudrarasaya, prajapataye justam grhnamiti prajapalyam manograham 
grhnati * [by which the ‘ Manasa ’-offering is described as consisting in the 
‘ Oup % wherein the Earth is the * vessel ’, the Ocean is the * Soma % and 
Prajapati is the 1 deity 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is this Mdnasa- 1 Day ’ 
a , 1 day 5 distinct from the Dvadashdha ? Or a part of this same ? 

On this point there are found certain reasons pointing to the Manasa 
being distinct ; with a view to refute these reasons, the Teacher puts forward 
the following Purvapak$a : — “ The Mdnasa ’ should be a different ‘ day 5 
why ?- — because it has been spoken of as different. — How so ? — There is the 
text — ‘ Speech verily is Dvadashdha, Mind is the Mdnasa — which speaks of 
the Mdnasa as not included in the Dvadashdha ; the expression ‘ Speech 
verily is Dvadashdha 9 eulogising Speech, and the expression ‘ Mind is Mdnasa ’ 
eulogising Mind ; so that, just as Speech and Mind are recognised to be 
really different from one another, so also should be the Dvadashdha and the 
Mdnasa ; because it is only when two things are really separate that they 
are spoken of as different, not otherwise. Hence from the declaration quoted, 
it follows that the particular ‘Day’ in question (the Mdnasa) is distinct 
(from the Dvddashdha).” 

S0TRA (35). 

[Pd By ajp ak? &.—c<ont inued] — “Also because rr is eulogised through 

THAT.” . 

Bhd§ya. 

“ Per the following reason also the Mdnasa should be regarded as a 
distinct ‘Day’.-— ‘For what reason ? ’ — Because the Dvadashdha has been 
eulogised through the M&nam 1 day — ‘ How ? ’—There is the text— 
‘ Vidtemni ha mi dvddaahahasya yalarasdm chhanddmsi, tarn mams&mim 
apy&yanti \ which means that ‘ The metres of the Dvadashdha, with their 
essence gone, are shaken off ; they are made up by the Mdnasa itself * ; and 
tbk clearly shows tlitt the Mdnasa is different from the Dvddashdha.— 
' How ? * — Because of the eulogy ; any one thing is not eulogised through 
itself, because the eidoyising and the miiogised factors must be entirely 
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distinct ; Devadatl-a, for instance, is never eulogised through Devadatta himself, 
he is eulogised through his head, hands and other limbs. Similarly in the 
case in question, inasmuch as the Dvadashaha has been eulogised through the 
Manasa, — “from this eulogy it follows that the two are distinct.” 

SUTRA (36). 

[ Pu rvapak§ a — continued ] — “ Also because it is enjoined as coming 

AFTER THE LAST ‘ DAY ’ (OF THE DVADASHAHA).” 

Bhdsya. 

“ For the following reason also it appears that the Manasa is a distinct 
‘day’. — -‘For what reason The Manasa has been enjoined as coming 
after the last day of the Dvadashaha, in the following text™' Patnlh 
samya,jya, prahcha udetya, mdnasaya prasarpanti ’ [‘ Having prepared the 
wives and moving forward, be proceeds to the Manasa ’]. If this text were 
the injunction of an accessory detail of the Dvadashaha itself,- — then in that 
case, it would have ended with the ‘ Preparation of the wife ’ in connection 
with the Dvadashaha ; [but it is laid down as coming after it] ; on the other 
hand, if it is a distinct ‘Day ’, then there can be no room for the objection 
that it is an accessory of the Dvadashaha, of nothing else. From this it 
follows that the Manasa is a distinct * Day ” 

SUTRA (37). 

[PilRVAPAK§A~ccmcZw<£€d}-- <£ In this case the numbers would be 

APPLICABLE LIKE THE NUMBER * THOUSAND V* 

Bhdgya. 

This SUtra contains the Purvapaksin's answer to an objection. — “ What 
is that objection ? ” — It is this — If the Manasa is distinct from the 
Dvddashdha, then there are thirteen ‘ Days ’ ; and hence the name * Dva- 
dashdha ’ (‘ Twelve-Days ’) would not be applicable. 

The Purvapaksin’s answer to this is as follows — “ When, on the strength 
of other authorities, it is found that the name ‘ Dvadashaha ’ stands for so 
many ‘ days % then, on the basis of its being the nearest number, the term 
‘ dvddasha ’ (‘Twelve* in the name ‘ Dvadashaha ’ ) may be explained as 
standing figuratively for thirteen ; just as in the case of the declaration — 

‘ The Atir&tra consists of a thousand Days, one should perform the Atiratm 
sacrifice which is made up of a thousand — -the term * thousand ’ is used in 
the sense of what is actually more than a thousand ; similarly- in the case in 
question, the term ‘ twelve ’ may be taken in the sense of what is more 
than .twelve (he. Thirteen), Or (there may be another explanation) — The 
name 4 Dmdashdha ’ is the name of a group of acts, and we take it as standing 
for all those acts in reference to which it has been used ; as a matter of fact, 
it has been used in reference to all the acts spoken of in the context ; and as 


ADHYAYA X, FlDA VI, ADHIKARANA (13). 


1949 


such, would stand for all these (be their number twelve or thirteen ) ; hence the 
objection has no force.” 

SUTRA (38). 

[Siddhanta] — In fact, it should be bedaubed as an accessory (part) 
op one op the ■ Days j (of the DvadashSha) ; because as 

IN THE CASE OF THE ‘ AMSHU THERE IS NO (SEPARATE) 


The Mdnasa should be taken as an accessory of the Tenth ‘ Day 5 (of 
the Dvadashaha),- —and not as a distinct * Day — “ Why ? ” — Because there 
is no text that would justify its being regarded as a distinct ‘ Day “ How 
so ? The text laying down the Mdnasa is— ‘ Anaya tvd pdtrena samudara- 
sayd prajapataye justam grhrtamUi prdjapatyam graham gfhnqti ’ 5 — and this 
is an injunction of the particular ‘cup’ in reference to the Tenth ‘Day’ 
(of the Dvadashaha ) ; as is clear from the fact that the verb ‘ grhnati ’ (‘ takes 
up ’) lays down what is an Embellishment ; and a difference of ‘ Embellish- 
ments ’ does not lead to a difference of ‘ acts ; it having been explained 
under Sutra 2. 1. 3, that Embellishments are not-injunctive (of Acts) ; as in 
that case, the act is the secondary, not the principal, factor. — For instance, 
in the case of the Amshu and the Adabhya , though they have been enjoined, 
yet they do not make dist inct acts (vide Su. 3. 6. 33-34) ; in fact, they are as 
two other * cups’ used at the same act at which they appear, — and not as 
distinct acts. — If the Mdnasa is treated os an accessory of the Tenth * Day’, 
and not a distinct act, — (a) it involves the assumption of very little of the 
* unseen (transcendental) factor ’, — {b) the connection of the context is 
maintained, — (c) there would be no performance of any other act, not con- 
nected with the Context. — For these reasons, the Mdnasa cannot be a 
distinct * Day it must be an accessory of the Tenth 4 Day ’. 


SUTRA (39). 

Also because it is -spoken of as the ‘ dismissal of the Tenth \ 


For the following reason also the Mdnasa should be regarded, not as a 
distinct * Day % but as an accessory.—” For what reason ? ” — Because it m 
spoken of as ‘ the dismissal of the Tenth ’ ; there is a text speaking of the 
Mdnasa as the ‘ dismissal of the Tenth 4 1 — ‘ What is known as the Mdnasa 
is the dismissal of the Tenth Day ’ ; this text speaks of the Mdnasa as the 
* dismissal ’ — i.e. the end — of the Tenth ‘ Day *. This shows that it is the 
: end of the Tenth ‘ Day -and it is not an independent act by itself, —From 
this also it follows that it is an accessory of the Tenth ‘ Day \ not a 
distinct act. 
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SUTRA (40). 

Also because of the expression * On the Tenth Bay which 

SPEAKS OF IT AS AN ACCESSORY. 

Bhdsya. 

For tho following reason also the Mdnasa should he regarded as an 
Accessory. — “ How ? ” — It is only in that case that the following texts 
which speak of accessories, would he explicable — (a) ‘ Dashanie’ hani 
manasdya prasarpanbi ’[‘On the Tenth Day, they proceed to the Mdnasa 5 ] ; 
— (b) ‘ Dashame ’ hani sarpardjhibhir rgbhih stuvanti ’ [ £ They hymn with the 
Sarpardjni verses, on the Tenth Day’] ; in these texts, the Tenth ‘Day ’ is 
spoken of as the principal factor, and the Cup is spoken of as something 
forming part of that factor. It must therefore be taken as an accessory of 
the Tenth ‘ Hymn % — -not as a distinct act. 

StJTRA (41). 

Because the number is consistent (only under this view). 



The number denoted by the name ‘ Dvddashdka ’ (‘Twelve Days’) 
too becomes consistent only if the Manasd is an accessory ; otherwise the 
name ‘ Dvddashdka ’ would be applied to Thirteen Days , and as such would 
be inconsistent ; as ‘ twelve’ is not expressive of Thirteen. 

It has been argued that “the number would apply figuratively, as in 
the case of the number thousand — That however is not possible ; as in the 
case of the number thousand , the things numbered have been cognised by 
other authoritative means of knowledge ; and as the numbered things have 
been actually found to be more than a thousand, the term * thousand ’ is taken 
as applied to them figuratively. In the case in question however there is 
no authoritative evidence to show that the number of things is actually 
larger (than twelve), on the basis whereof the figurative application could be 
assumed. — As for the declaration — ‘ Anaya tvd pdlrena, etc.’, it only lays 
down an embeBifihmesnt of the Cup, and hence what it enjoins is a repetition 
of the sacrifice oh the tenth day,— and it does not enjoin a distinct act ; 
this we have already explained before. 

Such being the case, tho direct declaration in question cannot justify 
the assumption of another ‘ Day * nor is there any other means of 
knowledge pointing to such another action, on the basis whereof we could 
take the term as applicable to a larger number of things. — Consequently the 
term ‘ twelve ’ cannot be taken as used figuratively. 

Then again, it has been asserted that — “ the term, ‘ Dvddashdka ’ being 
the name of a group of acts, m many would be taken as included in it as 
there would be in the context, — and the repetition would be in the form of 
the name ”, — This also is not right. It is true that the term is the name 
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of a group of acts, but not in such a way as would be inconsistent with 
actual facts ; the fact of the matter is that there are twelve acts measured by 
‘ days ’ which have been grouped together and given the name * Dvddashdha ’ ; 
it is in this sense that the name applies to the group of acts,— -not merely in its 
verbal form. In the case of the names of all acts, the name is applicable on 
the basis of the actual facts, which is in a way referred to by the name ; 
it is never applied irrespectively of the real state of things, as a mere 
technicality, like such terms as ‘ vrddhi\ * guna ’ and the like. This is 
what is found to he the case with all such names as * Agnihotra \ ‘ Shyena \ 

* Jyoti$poma\ Thus we conclude that the term ‘ dvddashdha ’ is a name 
applied on the basis of facts, not without basis in facts. Hence the argument 
of the Opponent has no force at all. 

StDTRA (42). 

In connection with the excess of animals, thebe is only one 

THAT IS MENTIONED. 

Bhapya, 

For. the following reason also the Mdnasa is an accessory of the 
Dvadasldiha. — “ For what reason ? ” — With the. excess of animals, — the excess 
that is indicated by the texts is of one only, not of two : — The text — * Yah 
pashuratirichyUa sa aindrdgnah kdryah ’ [‘ The animal that is In excess 
should be dedicated to Indra-Agni ’] — having laid down the Ekddmhim 
in connection with the Dvddashdha, indicates that after the ffkadashirn has 
been dealt with, there is one more animal that is required. [According to the 
Purvapa/t§a'] either there would be no more animals required, or it would 
not be one only.- — “ How so ? There are eleven animals (of the Ek&dashini), 

and there are twelve ‘ Days * (of the Dvddashdha) ; that there are twelve 
‘Days’ is shown by the text speaking of only one more being required? if 
there had boon thirteen ‘days’ (as in the Purvapak$a, the Mdnma being the 
additional thirteenth ‘ day ’), then there would have been two more required, 
not only one. — From this also it follows that the Mdnma is an accessory of 
the Dvddashaha, not a distinct act by itself, 

StJTRA (43). 

The ‘ EULOGY OR THE ‘ DECLARATION \ IS NOT INCONSISTENT WWl ITS 
BEING AN ACCESSORY ; AS IN THE CASE OB THE 
‘ VRATAS 



This SUtra supplies the answer to two Sutras (34 and 35). 

It has been argued (a) that “the M&nam should be regarded as a 
distinct ‘day* because it has been declared to be different (under S u. 34), 
—and { b ) that there must be difference, as the Dvddashdha has been eulogised 
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through the Manasa; no on© thing is ever eulogised through itself The 
answer to this is as follows ; — There is no inconsistency in this ; because the 
Composite has often been found to be eulogised through its component part ; for 
instance, the Samvatsam-sattra has been eulogised through the details of the 
Mahavrata (which is one of the components of the Samvatsara -sat.tr a). For 
instance, the text — ‘ Yanti vet lie mithunad ye samvatsaramupayanti , 
antarvedi mithunau sambhavatah, fenaiva viithuna na yanti — describes the 
defect of the whole Composite (Snmvatsara-saltra), and then palliates it by 
pointing out the redeeming feature of the Mahavrata, which is a component) 
of that Sattra, — the whole thus being eulogised through its part. In ordinary 
experience also, the whole is often eulogised through the part ; when, for 
instance, Bevadatta is said to be ‘ beautiful ’ on account of, his long hair — 
similarly in the ease in question also, the Dvddashaha would be eulogised 
through the Manasa (one of its accessories), and there would be no incongruity 
in this. 

StJTRA (44). 

It is on acgqpnt oe the Declaration that it is not taken as 

ENBING WITH THAT. 

Bkdfiya. 

It lias been argued (tinder Sfl. 36) 'that-— ■ * there is a text speaking of the 
DvddctoMha as ending with the M&na$a, — this would be applicable only if 
the M&maa were a distinct ‘ Bay * by itself, not if it were only an accessory 
of the Dnddashdha ; in the latter ease it would be ending with the Preparation 
of the Wife ’ ”. — Our answer to this is as follows : — It is on account of the 
declaration that it is not taken as ending with that ; as a rule, the, * Days ’ of 
the Dvddashaha end with the ‘ Preparation, of the Wife ’ ; but it is a peculiar 
feature of the Tenth ‘ Day ’ that it ends' with the Manasa, in accordance 
with the declaration — ‘ Having prepared the wives, they proceed to the 
Manasa ’ ; — and for a declaration there is no burden too heavy. For this 
reason also there is no incongruity in our view. 

From ail this we conclude that the Manasa is an accessory of the Tenth 
' Day \ not a distinct act by itself. 






Abhikarana (14) : The ‘ Sattra ’ is to be performed by 

several c Sacrifices \ 

SUTRA (46). 

IPOby ap AK g a} — “ Only one man should perform the Sattra, like 
its Archetype.” 

Bhdsya. 

The Dvadashafta and other Sattras form the subject-matter of the present 
Adhikarana. 

In regard to these, there arises the question — Should only one man perform 
the Sattra ? Or several ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows : — “ Only one; — why ? — it is Uke its 
Archetype ; at the Jyotiqtoma (which is the Archetype of the Sattras), there is 
•only one Sacrificer ; and as the Sattra has that for its Archetype, it should have 
only one Sacrificer, in accordance with the General Law,— ‘But we find 
■several saerificers spoken of — in such texts as — Those who, knowing this, 
ham recourse to the Sattra ’ ; ‘ lenowing thus they have recourse to the Sattra \ — The 
answer to that is that the Sattra has been enjoined for persons desiring certain 
rewards ; and these must be many, independent of one another ; so that, 
even when each of them performs the Sattra singly by himself, it is possible 
to speak of. the performance of the Sattra as done by severed mm; as 
in ordinary life, even when men do an act separately, the plural number is 
used — c If the Heaven were to rain many people would cultivate the field* % 
or, * if there is a good harvest, many Brahmanas would perform sacrifices \ 
Similarly in the Veda also, we find such expressions as — ‘ Having risen from 
the Sattra, they should perform the Prsthashamamya sacrifice ’.—In the case 
in question also the plural number in ‘ amran 5 and 1 yajeran ’, may be 
similarly explained.” 

SUTRA (46). 

tSlDDHlNTA] — O n ACCOUNT Of DIRECT DECLARATION, IT SHOULD BE 
. PERFORMED BY SEVERAL MEN. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right that there should be only one Sacrificer, not several. In 
fact several persons should perform the Sattra-s&cnQce . — “ Why t ” — 1 
Because there is a Direct Declaration ; there is the declaration containing the 
verbs ‘ dsiran ’ and ‘ uplyvh all in the plural form, which shows that 
what Is enjoined is connected with plurality (of men ) ; and this fact, thus 
directly declared, sets aside the notion of there being only one Sacrificer, 
which is based only upon the implications of the General Latf. 
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SUTRA (47). 

Iff it is argued that — “ it is a mere assertion ” [then the answer 
is as follows], 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued (under Su. 45) that — “ the plural number may be taken 
as based upon the similarity of action, as in. ordinary experience we meet with 
such expressions as * they would perform sacrifices — and in the Veda also, 
such expressions as ‘ they should perform the Prsthashamaniya- sacrifice 1 ; 
the same would be the case in the present instance also — This has got to- 
be refuted, [and the refutation is as follows]. ' 

SUTRA (48). 

That cannot be, as ‘one’ is mentioned (in connection 

WITH ANOTHER). 

Bhdsya. 

That it should have only one Sacrificer is not possible for the Sattra. — 
Why ? — Because * one ’ is mentioned in connection with another. — How so t—~ 
There is the following declaration — * One who receives a gift at the Sattra 
eats a dead corpse ; only one should perform the sacrifice ’ ; where having 
(in the first clause) disposed, of the Sattra, the second clause lays down, in 
regard to another sacrifice, the fact of there being only one performer ; and 
this implies that at the Sattra there should be several sacrifieers. 

As for the analogy cited of ‘ ordinary experience that is not right ; 
because in ordinary life, the word is only a reiteration of what has been 
known from elsewhere, and hence when it is used it is understood to be 
based upon the presence of similar activities. 

The instance that has been cited (under Su. 45) of the Udavasaniya — 
it is all right in regard to the Udavasaniya, as there mere performance has 
been laid down in connection with various Udavasdmyas ; and it is this 
plurality, thus indicated, that is reiterated in the text cited ; — this has been 
already explained. In the case in question however, Idle activity is one 
prompted entirely by the verbal injunction, — and the verbal injunction 
connects the performance of the Sattra with performers, as qualified by 
plurality ; so that when the action comes to be undertaken on the authority 
of the verbal Text, due significance has to be attached to the -pluraity ; hence 
it follows that the Sattra should be performed by several persona 

SUTRA (49). 

There is also a text showing ‘Commingling’. 

Bhdsya. f 1 

Tear the following reason also there should be several sacrifices at the 
Sattra.—'’ 1 For what reason ? ’’“-Because we find ‘ com mingling 5 ; there is a 



text which declares the c commingling ’ of several ‘ Fires ’ in one place — 
‘ Panchabhih pashvbhiryaksyamdnah sannivaplran * Sdvitrani hosyantah 
sannivaperan ’ [* When going to sacrifice five animals they should commingle 
the Fjres % 4 When going to offer the Sdvitra libations, they should commingle 
the Fires’]. It is only when several persons perform the act conjointly 
that such ‘ commingling ’ of the Fires is possible ; if each man did it separately 
on his own account, the mention of ‘ commingling ’ could not be explained. 
From this also it follows that there should be several Sacrificers at the 
Sattra. 


StJTRA (50). 


If thebe were only one performer, then the specific mention 

OF £ SEVERAL ’ WOULD BE MEANINGLESS. 


Bhasya. 


For the following reason also we conclude that the performance is done 
by several persons conjointly.- — “For what reason ? ” — We read — ‘ Yo mi 
bahundm yajamdnandm grhapatih sa sattrasya pralyeta sa hi bhuyiqtham 
rddJiirndrdhnoti ’ [‘Among the several sacrificers one who is the master of 
the house is the propounder of the Sattra, and he obtains the highest 
prosperity ’] ; this text speaks of a particular result accruing to one Master 
of the House operating with several sacrificers, and hence shows that the 
performance is by several persons jointly. Otherwise, if there were only 
one Sacrificer, — as there would be only one Agent and only one result, — any 
distinction between general and special results would be incongruous, and 
hence any mention of a particular result accruing to the Master of the 
House would be meaningless ; — and yet, we do, find such a particular result 
mentioned ; — from this also we conclude that several persons should perform 
the $ottra-sacrifiee. 
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Adhik arana (15) : At the Sattra , the 4 Sacrifices 5 them- 
selves act as 4 Priests \ 

SUTRA (51). 

[POrvapaksa] — “ Others should be the Priests, as at the 
Aeohetype . 5 5 

Bhd§ya. 

Sattras are the subject-matter of consideration here also.— It has been 
explained that it is performed by several Sacrificers. 

The question that arises is, — Are the sacrifices of the Sattra themselves 
to act as ‘ Priests ’ ? Or are others to be secured ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows : — •“ Other persons should be secured as 
Priests. — Why ? — At the Jyotiftoma, which is the Archetype of Sattras, it 
has been deolared that other persons should be secured as performers 
{priests ) ; similarly in the case in question also, when the Sacrifices are 
performing the sacrifice, they should, in accordance with the General Law, 
secure other persons ; it is only thus that the performance would be * like 
the Arohetype ’ 

SUTRA (52). 

{SlDDHlNTA] — IN PACT, THE SACRIFICERS THEMSELVES SHOULD BE THE 

* Priests ’ ; because of the connection of the 'Priests * 
names ; hence the character of ‘ Sacrifices * 

BELONGS TO THE PRIESTS. 



It is not right that other persons should be secured as * priests * ; m 
fact , the Pdmfleers themselves should be the Priests ,■ — “ Why ? Because of 
'the connection of the Priests’ names ; the embellishment of Initiation, which is 
done for the Sacrificer only, has been laid down in connection with the names 
of the priests, Adhvaryu and the rest, which are all based upon the per- 
formance of certain functions ; which shows that the Sacrificers are connected 
{with the functions of the Adhvarya and other priests. — " How so ? ” — -It is 
only when they perform these functions that they can be referred to by 
names based upon those functions,— not otherwise ; from this we conclude 
that they are actually connected with those functions. 

“ What is that text where the Initiation is spoken of 1 ” 

It is thus — ‘ A dhvanjurgrhapatim k?ayitvd brahmanam diksayati, tato 
hot&ram, tala udgatdram \ and so on all the priests become connected with 
Initiation, — Prom this it follows that the Sacrificers themselves — and none 
ethers — should perform the Priestly Functions. 



SUTRA (53). 

Tffff. liharam.T.TfiHM ENT WILL BE OF THE PeBFOHMEB, OH THE STBENGTH 
Off THE DeOTABATION,- — AS IN THE CASE Off THE InSTALLEE ”, — 
if this is tjbged [then the answer is as in the next Sutra]. 


Bhdsya. 


SUTRA (54). 

When ™m» 13 a, doubt,, it should be as detihmiotd bt season ; 

AS AT THE AbCHETYPB. 

Bha$ya. 

It is not right that the Priests should be other than the Saerijicers ; 
in fact, the Sacriflcers themselves should be the Priests. — “ Why t 
When there is a doubt as to whether the same persons who are the Sacrific&ra 
should be the Priests, or these should be different from them, — the reasonable 
course ia that those same should be the Priests ; the reason for this has been 
explained already above, under Su. 52 ; from what has been said under 
that Sliim, we conclude that those same should be the Priests. 

It has been argued that “ the Embellishment shall be of the Priests, 
m at the Installation”. — But that is not right. “ Why J ” — Whan the 
Embellishment (Initiation) has been laid down in conneeticaa with the SiOtm, 
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it may be taken, either as enjoined for the Priests and serving no useful 
purpose in connection with the Archetype, — or as serving the same purposes 
as at the Archetype, but mentioned in the text as laying down the order 
of the Initiation, in view of the fact that there are several Scusrificers. 
Between these two alternatives, it is much simpler to take it as describing 
what is already known to be admissible (under the General Law ; Le. the 
latter alternative), because in that case the text lays down only the order 
(of the Initiation) ; while if the Embellishment were for the Priests, it would 
he necessary to assume an unseen (transcendental) factor, and to take the 
text as laying down several factors. Hence the right course is to take it as 
describing what is already admissible under the General Law, and not as 
laying down anything not already known. 

It has been argued that — “ Just as there is the injunction for the Priests 
to keep fast, or for the Fire-installer to keep an observance, — so in the case 
in question also, (it should be an injunction of the Initiation of the Priest) ”, 
— But in those cases it is only right that it should be so, as there are the 
distinct declarations — ‘ The Priests keep fast’, ‘He should keep an 
observance during that night ’ in these cases what is laid down is something 
new, and hence there can be no suspicion of its being already known ; hence 
the texts are taken as Injunctions. 

StJTBA (55). 

Thu names may be taken as those of the Hasten, like the name 

4 Gbhapati ’ — if this is urged, [then the answer is jus in 

the next Sutra]. 

Bhasya, 

This SiUm embodies an objection (against the SiddhanUa ) — -b Why 
cannot the term ‘ Adhvaryu * and the rest be taken as names of the Master, 
like the. term ‘grhapati' ?—‘What would be the effect of this ? ’ — The 
effect of this would be that the fact of the priestly functions being performed 
by persons other than the Sacrificer > -~-which. ia what is admissible under the 
General Law—wouid not have to be set aside, and at the same time, the 
names ‘ Adhvaryu ’ and the rest would com© useful as standing for the 
Sacrificer , — just like the name * Grhapaii ’ ”, 

The objection thus set forth is answered in the following Sutra. — 

StJTBA (56). 

. That cannot be ; because that alone should be accepted which. 

IS WELL-KNOWN ; THE OTHER NAME IS APPLICABLE TO ONE 
WHO IB NOT ENDOWED WITH THAT CHARACTER. 

Bhasya. 

It is not right that the names ‘ Adhvaryu ’ and the rest should be taken 
as standing for the Sacrifices , — like the name ‘ Qrhapati \ — “ Why ? 
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Became that alone should he accepted which is well-known ; as a matter of 
fact, these names are well-known as applicable, on the basis of the functions 
performed, to persons performing the functions of the Adhmryu and other 
Priests, — not to those performing the functions of the Sacrificer ; hence it is 
not right or possible that they would bo applicable to the Sacrifices who 
have no connection with the priestly functions. — “ But how about the name* 
‘ Grhapati 5 ? ” — The answer to that is that the name ‘ Grhapati ’ (Master of 
the House) applies to. the Master who has no connection with the priestly 
functions. Further, even etymologically the terra 1 grhapati ’ is expressive 
of the Pad (Master) ; and hence it would be only right that it should be 
a name of the Sacrificer. In fact, even in connection with the Archetype, 
this terra has been used in«tbat sense, in the text ‘ grhapaliryajeta ’ (‘ The 
Master of the House should sacrifice ’). As for the terras ‘ Adhmryu'' and 
the rest, on the other hand, which are related to the functions of the Priests, 
they cannot, in any way, be applicable to the Master ; hence, on account of 
their being connected with other functions, they are taken as different. 

Farther, if they were equal, then the specific mention ol ‘ several * 
would be meaningless. 

For the following reason also, the Sacrifices themselves should perform 
the priestly functions. — “.For what reason.?” — Says the text— Fo vai 
bahunam yajamdndndm grhapatih saUrasya praiyeM m hi bhuyi§tham fddhi- 
mardhnoii 5 [ ? Among the several Sacrifices, the one Master of the House 
who is the propounder of the Sattra secures the highest prosperity ’] $***• 
the very specific mention of one Sacrificer, by the terra ‘ grhapati can 
be explained only if all the Sacrificera do not stand on the same footing, — 
not otherwise; if all of them, were to perform the functions of the 
Sacrificer, and did no other work, then, in that case, there would be no 
distinction among them; so that there would be no justification for the 
specific mention of one of them. If, however, the other Sacrificera perform 
both functions — -those of the Sacrificer as well as those of the Primts — while 
the Master of the House performs those of the Sacrificer only, — then, tat that 
case, the specific mention (of the latter) is right and proper. From the 
sand specific mention, therefore, it follows that the Sacrifices themselves are 
Priests. 

StJTRA (57). 

The mention of the ‘ initiated ’ and the ‘ rammATBB ’ also is 

NOT EXYLIOABLB; AS THE FACTS ABE ALWAYS THERE. 

Bha§ya . 

For the following' reason also Sattras are performed by the Sacrificera 
themselves. — “ For what reason ? ” — Because there is mention of the 
‘ initiated ’ and the ‘ uninitiated ’ ; the text says—' Tire initiated perform 
the Sattra -sacrifice, the uninitiated perform the Ahma-^wti&ec * ; — the two 
facts acre always there — that those who are initiated perform sacrifices for 
their own sake alone, while those who arc uninitiated perform sacrifices also 
for the sake of another sacrificer ’ ; if. as regards these two facts, there were 




SUTRA (58). 


Also because thebe is no Sacrificial hEE. 

BMsya. 

Fop the following reason also the SaUra should be performed by thd 
Sacrifices themselves.— “ For what reason ? "—Became, there is no Sacrificial 
Fee ; they say that at Sattras, there is no Sacrificial Fee ; * there is no cow, or 
doth or gold given at it \ says the text ; this declaration of the absence of the 
Sacrificial Fee is possible only if the priestly functions are performed by the 
S&erificors themselves ; not otherwise ; if they were performed by others, then 
it would be impossible that there should be no Sacrificial Fee; no one ever 
takes up any activity for the sake of another person, unless there is some 
purpose of his own.— From this also it follows that Sattras are performed by 
the Sacrificers themselves. 




Adhikauana (16) : Difference between 1 Sattra ’ and 
‘ Ahina \ 

SUTRA (59). 

To THE UVADASHAHA BELONGS THE CHARACTER OF * SATTRA (a) WHEN 

THE INJUNCTION IS OF . ‘ SITTING ’ AND ‘ PROCEEDING AND 

(6) When there is a plurality of Sacrificers ; — 

THESE BEING ASSOCIATED WITH THE NAME 

* Sattra \ 

Bhasya. 

The Dvddashdha is the subject-matter of this Adhikararta, 

It has been explained above that the Dvddashdha is a Sattra and also 
an Ahina ; of these two forms of the Dvddashdha, the definition is provided 
now — ‘when the Dvddashdha has such and such characteristics, it is Sattra'* 
— and when it has such other characteristics it is Ahina \ — -In order to 
understand this distinction, it is explained that — (a) when there is injunction 
of 1 sitting ’ and ‘ proceeding and (6) when there is plurality of Sacrificers, 
it should be regarded as Sattra ; as a matter of fact, the two injunctions 
in the form of * asate ’ (‘ they sit at ’) and ‘ upaycmti ’ (‘ they proceed ’} are 
always found to be associated with the name ‘Sattra’, in such texts as — 
(a) '.Those who knowing thus sit at the Sattra ’, and (6) ‘ Those who knowing 
thus, proceed to the Sattra ’ ; — the name is also associated with the plurality 
of sacrificers, in such texts as -— “ The number of persons sitting at the Sattra 
should not be more than twenty -four, nor less than seventeen * ; so that of 
two things thus associated, when one is found, it brings the other to the 
mind. 

SUTRA (60). 

To rr belongs tecb charaoter of ‘Ahina’, ( a ) when the injunction 

IS OF ‘ SaCRDBTOING VaND (b) WHEN THERE IS NO RESTRICTION 
REGARDING THE NUMBER OF ‘ MASTERS 

Bhd§ya. 

Question — “ When is the Dvddashdha an ‘ Ahina ’ 1 " 

Answer — (a) When there is injunction of * sacrificing and (6) when the 
number of Sacrificers is not restricted, — then it is understood to be AMna 
As a matter of fact, Ahvnas are invariably enjoined by means of the root 
'yaga' (‘to sacrifice ’), as in the text — ‘ Dvir&lrena yajUa The number 

of Sac'rificers, also at these is not restricted ; while that of the Sacrificers a% 
the Sattra is restricted-— that they must be many. 

The purpose served by the definition of things defined lies in itself, and 
no other purpose need be sought for. 


Adhikahana (17) : At the 5 Paundanka 9 sacrifice, the 

Sacrificial Fee should be given only once. 

SOTRA (61). 

[PCrvapak§a] — “At the ‘ Ah1na\ the rule regarding the Sacbi- 
nciAii Fee should vary day by day, because it is an 

ACCESSORY DETAIL, AND EACH DAILY PERFORMANCE 
IS DISTINCT BY ITSELF. 

Bhasya. 

There is the Paiuridarlka sacrifice lasting for eleven days, laid, down in 
the text — ‘ Paundarikena ekadasharatrem svardjyakamo yajeta ’ [‘Desiring 
sovereignty of heaven, one should perform the Paundanka sacrifice lasting 
for eleven days’}; in connection with that sacrifice, we read — ‘At the 
Paundanka one should give ten thousand, — a thousand horses on the 
eleventh ’. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Are the * Ten Thousand ’ 
and the ‘ Thousand Horses ’ to be given every day (of the eleven days) ? 
Or are they to be given only once ? 

The Purvapabpa is as follows: — “ At the Ahina, the rule regarding the 
Sacrificial Fee should vary day by day. — Why ? — Because the Sacrificial Fee 
is an accessory detail, and the * days ’ (constituting the Paundanka sacrifice) 
are the principal factor ; and when the Fee has been laid down through the 
name of the Composite whole (‘ Paundanka), it is with reference to the 
* Days ’ composing that sacrifice ; and when a subordinate detail is thus laid 
down, it must differ with each one of the * principal factors ’ in the shape of 
the components of that composite; — just as, when Bathing or Smearing of 
Sandal-paste is laid down for a group of men, it is done by each member of 
the group ; — so should it be in the case in question. In this way, the General 
Law also becomes followed, as it applies to each individual Rite ; and the 
excess of the Fee would tend to the excess of the Reward (obtained by means 
of the Sacrifice), — From all this it follows that there should he a distinct 
fee given on each day.” 

SUTRA (62). 

[Objection against Purvwpaksa] — But the whole ls one Rite [Hence 

m THERE SHOULD BE ONLY ONE Fee]. 

Bhasya. 

It is not right that there should be a distinct fee for each day ; as 
a matter of fact, the ‘Ten Thousand (Cows)’ and the ‘Thousand (Horses)’ 
should be given only once.— Why ? — Because the whole is a single Rite ; 
there is One purpose to be sawed by the Fees, — viz, the securing of the 
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services of the Priests ; these services having been secured for the accom- 
plishment of the entire sacrifice with all its subsidiaries and details, — there 
can be no need for the same in course of the performance of that sacrifice ; 
and hence it is not done over again. — The argument that “ an excess in the 
accessory detail (Pee) will be conducive to excess in the reward ”, — this is 
so only when the fact of a certain thing being an accessory detail has been 
duly recognised, not otherwise ; — and the Pee is an accessory of the entire 
composite sacrifice, not of each of its components as has been explained 
already.— -It has been argued that — “The General Law appertains to each 
individual rite and hence indicates the admissibility of the details at each — 
But the General Law becomes set aside when it is found that on the basis 
of the direct declaration the Sacrificial Pee is taken as enjoined with 
reference to the entire sacrifice regarded as one composite whole. Hence 
there is no incongruity at all. 

SCTRA (63). 

[The Purva'palcsiri’s answer to the above objection] — “ The injunction 
OR THE ACCESSORY DETAIL SHOULD PERTAIN TO EACH OF THE 

‘Bays’, like the ‘ Pr§adAjya V* 

Bhasya. 

“ It is not right that the Pee should be given only once ; in fact, it has 
to be given several times. — Why ? — What is laid down in the text in question 
is a peculiar feature of the Pees that are already known as to be given day 
by day ; and as such, that feature has also to be adopted day by day ; — 
like the Prsadajya (Mixed Clarified Butter) ; just as in the case of the text, 
‘ Offers the Anuyajas with Mixed Clarified Butter the 4 mixed ’ character 
of the Butter, which is a peculiar feature laid down in connection with the 
Anuyajas, is taken as referring to each one of the Anuyajas separately } so 
should it be in the case in question also.” 

SUTRA (64). 

[Another objection against the Purmpahsa]— The Fees connected with 
THE JYOTI9TOMA APPERTAIN TO ALL, AS ALL CONSTITUTE A 
SINGLE ACT ; HENCE, AS AT tttf. ARCHETYPE, THEBE 
SHOULD BE NO MODIFICATION IN THE MATTER 

op thu Fees. 

Bhasya. 

It is not right that there should be a separate Pee on each day ; in fact, 
it should be given once only as common to all 4 days \ — “ How so ? ” — 
As a matter of fact, the Fees connected mth the Jyotitfoma are given as 
appertaining to the whole set of acts (that go to make up that sacrifice) ; 
and all these Pees, which are for the purpose of securing the services of the 
Priests at the Composite Sacrifice, are admissible (according to the General 
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Law) at the Pawndarika ; it is in reference to the Fees thus admissible that the 
text in question lays down the peculiar feature that the Fee should be ‘ ten 
thousand (Cows) and one thousand (horses) ’ ; — when this peculiar feature is 
thus laid down, it leads us to the conclusion that it is in modification of all 
those Fees that are given at the sacrifice (under the General Law) ; but it does 
not set aside the notion that the securing of services is done once only. From 
this it follows that it is to be given only once. — As for the instance of the 
Anuyajas that has been cited, — it is only right in the case of the Anuyajas, 
as it is a distinct substance {Mixed Clarified Butter in place of Clarified Butter) 
that is laid down ; a substance is always laid down as an accessory of the 
sacrifice ; so that when the Sacrifices are different, the substance used at one 
sacrifice does not help the other ; hence it has to be used separately with 
each. In the case in question however there is only one Securing of services 
(for the entire sacrifice, which is one composite .whole), as already explained ; 
hence there can be no analogy between the two cases. 

SUTRA (65). 

[PurvwpaJcsin’s answer to the second objection At the DvIdashaha 
THEBE IS A SEPARATE Fee GIVEN ON EACH DAY, ON THE 
STRENGTH OP A DIRECT DECLARATION ; AT OTHER 
SACRIFICES ALSO, WHICH HAVE THAT FOR THEIR 

Archetype, there should be a modifica- 
tion IN THE NUMBER OF FEES.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ It is not right that the Fee should be given once ; in fact, the particular 
Fee that is laid down should be given separately day by day. — Why ?— 
Because in connection with the Dvadashaha, there is the direct Declaration 
to the effect that ' one gives 1200 every day ’ ; — the Pauwtanka sacrifice 
has the Dvadashaha for its archetype ; — hence under the General Law the 
Fees become payable every day ; and in regard to these the text in question 
lays down the peculiar feature (that it should be ‘ ten thousand (cows) and 
one thousand (horses) ’ ; — so that it follows that this feature is in modifica- 
tion of those same Fees that are connected with each part of the sacrifice - 
consequently this peculiar feature of the Fees has to be adopted separately 
(on each day).” 

SUTRA (66). 

[SiddhAnta] — In fact, inasmuch as there is no separate ‘securing 
op services \ the modification should be that of the 

WHOLE. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right that there should be separate Fees on each day ; in fact, 
the Fee is given only once. — “ Why ? ” — Because there is no separate 


ADHYlYA X, PlDA VI, ADHIKARANA ( 17 ). 


1966 


‘ securing of services ’, therefore, it is the whole Fee that should be modified. 
It is in reference to the Sacrifice as a whole that Fees are prescribed. — “How 
so ? ” — Because that is what is needed by the man; the man wishes to do 
that alone which is fruitful when the man proceeds to do any such act 
and is on the look out for assistance,— it is for that occasion that the text 
lays down the ‘ hiring ’ (of priests) now, as a matter of fact, no single 
component part of a sacrifice is fruitful, — the fruit following from the sacrifice 
as a whole so that, when the * hiring ’ has been done with reference to the 
whole, sacrifice, it should continue tjll the accomplishment of the whole; 
so that there can be no ‘ hiring * during the intervals of the sacrifice. 

Further, when the peculiar feature of the Fee has been enjoined in 
connection with the name ‘ Paundanka it follows that it appertains to 
that sacrifice which is denoted by that term it is the whole sacrifice, and 
not any part of it, that is denoted by the term * Paundanka ’ ; the part is 
only indirectly indicated by the whole. Thus the Purvapaksa view involves 
the incongruity of recourse to indirect indication ; such indirect interpreta- 
tion is accepted only when there is no other way possible in the case in 
question however, it is not that no other way is possible ; — -hence the only 
right course is that the Priests should be appointed only once, with reference 
to the whole sacrifice ; thus the ‘ securing of services ’ being done only once. 

Lastly, if the Fee is given only once,— (a) the declaration of the entire 
procedure becomes duly followed, — (6) and the entire performance becomes 
expedited, and the scripture comes to embrace a vast sphere of activity 
Hence this is the most reasonable course. 

S0TRA ( 67 ). 

There can be difference only when there is a (different) 

ACCESSORY. 

' Bhagya. 

It has been argued that— “Inasmuch as the Paundanka has the 
Dvadashaha for its archetype, — and at the Dmdashaha there are distinct 
Fees given on each day,— the peculiar feature laid down in connection with 
the Paundanka should be taken as pertaining to the said distinct Fees given 
on each day ”. — This has to be refuted. Our answer to this is as follows 
At the Dvadashaha also, the whole sacrifice being one, there is only one 
* hiring of services ’ ; as for the difference (in the Fees), that m based upon 
direct Declaration to that effect,— being due to the connection of the Sutya 
and also to the idea of ‘ embellishing ’ the Fee ; this diversity therefore does 
not make a diversity in the ‘ hiring of services \ 



Adhikabana (18) : At the Paundantca all the 4 Fees * should 
he 4 carried ’ in instalments. 

SUTRA (68). 

[P0rvapak§a (A)] — “ Each day thebe should be embellishment 

OE ALL, AS AT THE ARCHETYPE ; BECAUSE THE FEE IS AUXILIARY 
TO ALL.” 

Bhdsya. 

The same Paundanka is the subject-matter for discussion again.— It has 
been understood that the * hiring of services ’ is to be done only once. In 
connection with the Archetype, it has been laid down that ‘ At the Mid-day 
Extraction, the Fees are carried up 

In regard to this, there arises the question— (a) Should the entire Fee 
be carried up each day ? — (or) should it all be carried up only once ? — or 
(<j) should it be carried up (each day) in instalments ? 

The Purvapakqa (A) is as follows Each day there should be embellish - 
merit of all ; — why ? — as at the Archetype ; at the Archetype, the entire Fee 
is embellished at the stated time ; hence here also the whole of it should 
be embellished. — How so ? — The ‘ Days ’ are the predominant factor, and the 
Fees are subordinate to them ; hence the entire ‘ Fee * is auxiliary to all the 
* Days * ; — and the embellishment of the auxiliary therefore becomes necessary 
on each of the ‘days’ ; hence it follows that the whole Fee should be 
embellished each day.” 

SUTRA (69). 

[PUbvapak§a (B)] — “ Inasmuch as thebe is only one purpose to 

BE SERVED, IT CANNOT BE AS STATED.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ It is not right that each day there should be embellishment of the 
entire Fee ; in fact, there should be embellishment only once ; — why ? — 
because there is only one purpose to be served by the Fees, — that purpose 
being the * securing of services ’ ; — these Fees are to be given after they 
have been duly ‘ embellished * by having passed through all such embellish- 
ments as ‘carrying up 1 and the like ; — and when, after being thus 
embellished, they have been giveu away on one day, the injunction has been 
duly fulfilled and there would be no need for any further embellishment. 
Hence it. follows that the Fees should be embellished (by being ‘ carried up ’) 
apdy Mica” 






Adhik ARANA. (19) : By the term ‘ Mann's Verses ' only 

many of those verses may be used as.' may be 
necessary for the purpose in view. 

SUTRA (72). 

[PtjRVAPAKSA]— “ When a thing is spoken of by its indicative 

MARK, TBTF! IDEA SHOULD BE OF ALL THAT HAS THAT MARK, 
BECAUSE OF THE PRESENCE OF THE INDICATIVE MARK 
IN ALL,— AS IN THE CASE OF ‘ XGNfiYA 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with a certain Rite, we read — ‘ Manorrchah samidhenyo 
bhavanti * [‘ M ami's Verses are to be the Sdmidhenie ’ ]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Are all those verses con- 
tained in the Tenth Mandat a which are marked by the presence of the tern* 
‘ Manu * to be brought together and used as Sum idheni - verses, in the 
kindling of Fire ? — Or only a few of them arc; to be so used, not all ? 

The Purvapabm is as follows : — “ All the verses marked by the presence 
of the term * Manu ’ are to be used. — Why ? — Because the indicative mark ii 
present in alt ; all that we find in the text is that 1 M ami’s verses are to be the 
SdmidMms ’ ; hence the presence of the term ‘ Manu ’ is the only indicative 
feature of the verses that have to be brought together ; and when the tox 
indicates the verses with the presence of the term * Manu it must be takei 
as indicating without distinction as many verses as might contain tha 
term ; — and all that the injunctive text lays down is the use of certaii 
verses solely on the bams of that indicative mark, and it does not mean t< 
mark off only a few selected ones. Hence all the verses containing the sai< 
indicative mark should be brought together ; — as in the case of * dgneya 5 
— in connection with the annual placing of the Itnsas with the 6 agneya 
where we have the declaration * asita suklena mktasya ainchchheddya 
[* If should be, so done that there may be no disjunction of one hymn fror 
another ' ], and the hybm meant is the 1 agneya and the bricks are lai< 
with ail those hymns of the Tenth Mandala that contain the term ‘ agni ’ 
similarly, in the case in question also, the purpose of Sdmidhem is to b 
served by means of all those verses that contain the term ‘ Manu \ — 0 
again, just as in the case of the Ahargana, — when it, is laid down that th 
* Rji.?a is thrown into water — -what is thrown into water is the l$ji$a c 
everyone of the ‘Days’, without distinction; — similarly, in the case i 
question also, all the verses with the term ‘ Manu ’ should be taken up.” 


1969 


ADHYAYA X, PADA VI, ADHIKARANA (19), 

StJTBA (73). 

[SiddhAnta] — In pact, as many alone should be taken as may be • 

NECESSARY ; BECAUSE THEY ABE SUBSERVIENT TO THE MAIN 
PURPOSE ; AND THE PURPOSE MAY BE SERVED BY A PEWER 
NUMBER ; TO THAT EXTENT ALONE LIES THE 
FORCE OF THE INDICATIVE MARK. 

Bhd§ya. 

It is not right that all the verses of the Tenth Mandala that contain 
the term *' Manu ’ should be brought together ; in fact, only as many should be 
brought in as may be necessary. — “Why ‘l"— Because they are subservient to 
the ‘main purpose ; the SdmidhSni verses are taken up pnly with a view to 
accomplish the purpose in view; — and that purpose is served by only a 
few verses ; so that the purpose in view having been accomplished,— even 
though there might be other verses containing the indicative mark in 
question, yet they are not to be taken up, simply because there is no need 
for them. 

Says the Opponent — “ Whether or not a certain thing is subservient to a 
purpose depends upon scriptural texts ; — in the present Instance, certain 
verses indicated by a definite mark have been laid down as to be used as 
SamidhSm ; so that it must be taken as an injunction of the use of all those 
verses that contain that mark.” 

The answer to this is as follows It is true that in all cases the 
subservient character of a thing depends upon scriptural texts; but as a 
matter of fact, in the case in question it is not the S&midMnis that have 
been enjoined by the text in question; what it does is to mention the 
peculiarity — that they should be ‘ Manu’s verses ’—of those SdmicIMms 
which, under well-defined limits, are already admissible at the sacrifice under 
the General Law. This peculiar feature, thus mentioned, qualifies only 
the®© Samidhinis that had come in by virtue of the General Law, and having 
qualified these, it has its purpose fully served and therefore rests there; 
" »o that there is no possibility of any more verses containing the indicative 
term* Manu ’ coming in than the number that are admissible under the General 
Law (which number is Fifteen only). Hence out of the verses that contain 
the indicative mark only a few are to be taken up, not all.— Nor Can it bo right 
to repeat the principal act (sacrifice) for the sake of the subservient factor, for 
the purpose of affording an opportunity for the coming in of the other verses 
containing the indicative mark. — By selecting only a few of the verses the 
performance would become simpler and more eipeditiouslv finished. 

Further, the indicative mark itself favours this mime view. — “ How 
so ? ” — The indicative mark has been mentioned as a, qualification for the 
Sdmidhems ; so that, even though all the verses containing that mark may 
not be taken up, — yet if only those are admitted that have that mark, not 
any verses having other marks, — even so the indicative mark becomes 
duly honoured, not ignored. 

From all this it follows that only so many verses are to be taken up 
as are necessary, not all. 


1970 


SHABARA-BHlSYA : 


StJTRA (74). 

AS REGARDS THE * AGNEYA THERE IS INJUNCTION OF ALL. 



It has been argued that — “ just as in the ease of the text ‘ one lays the 
bricks .with Agneya hymns ’, all those hymns are used that have that indica- 
tive mark, not only a few, — so should it be in the present case also — 
This has got to be refuted. The answer to this is as follows — In the case 
of the * Agneya ’, it is only right that all should be used. — “ Why ? ” — (a) 
Because there are in that case, many bricks : — (6) because with each hymn 
we have the term ‘ lays 5 ; so that, when there are many bricks to be laid, 
and the number of hymns is less than that of the bricks, there can be no 
incongruity in the use of all the hymns. In the case in question however, 
the peculiar feature laid down is with regard to verses whose number is well- 
defined [fifteen only ; hence it would be highly incongruous to use more than 
fif teen verses ; and the number of verses containing the term ‘ rnanu ’ is 
very much larger than fifteen ] ; so that the reason put forward becomes 
annulled. The analogy cited, therefore, is not correct. 

SUTRA (75). 

Inasmuch as the ‘ RjI§a ’ is the principal factor, it is only 

RIGHT THAT THE WHOLE OF IT SHOULD BE DISPOSED OF. 

Bhasya. 

The other argument urged is that — “ Just as at the Ahargana, the 
entire Bjiga is thrown into the water, so here also all the verses should be 
used without any distinction ”, — This has got to be refuted. The answer 
to this is as follows ; — Inasmuch as the ‘ ’ is the 'principal factor, it is 

only right to take the text as laying down the disposal of the whole 
without any distinction ; the disposal, in this case, should be done to the 
whole ; if it were not done to any part of it, that part of it would be 
bereft of its embellishment ; hence that J^jisa which is connected with all 
the ‘ Days ’ should be thrown in its entirety. In the case in question how- 
ever, what is laid down is subservient to the purpose in view ; hence the 
reason put forward becomes annulled ; and the analogy, of the Bji§a that 
has been cited is not correct. 


Adhikabana (20) : The 1 Mdna 5 (Measuring) and the 

4 Updvaharana 5 ( Gathering up) are to be done 
on a piece of cloth. 

StTRA (76). 

The ‘ Measuring ’ and the ‘Gathering up’ of the Soma should 

BE DONE, AT THE ARCHETYPE, ON A PIECE OF* CLOTH,— ON THE 
STRENGTH OE THE DmECT DECLARATION. 

Bha§ya. 

In connection with the Jyoti$oma, the * measuring ’ and c gathering 
up ’ (of Soma) have been laid down. 

In regard to this there arises the question — May this ‘ measuring ’ be 
done on anything, and the ‘gathering up ’ done by anything, without restric- 
tion ? Or should the ‘ measuring ’ be done on a piece of cloth and the 
* gathering up ’ also by the piece of doth ? 

The Purvapakqa is that — “ The ‘ measuring * and the * gathering up ’ 
may be done on and by anything that may be suitable for the purpose; 
this absence of restriction making things simpler and expediting the 
performance 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhanta The * measuring ’ 
should be done on a piece of cloth, and the ‘ gathering up* also should be 
done by a piece of cloth.— ‘‘Why ? ” — On the strength of the Direct Declara- 
U on; there is the Direct Declaration to the effect that * one measures on a 
piece of cloth, and gathers up by a piece of cloth ’ ; and on the strength of 
tins declaration, both are restricted ( to the Piece of Cloth). 

Or, there can be no occasion for the question to arise at all, when there 
is a clear declaration to the effect that the ‘ measuring ’ and the ‘ gathering 
up’ are to be done on and by a piece of cloth. The explanation of the 
Sutra is that it sets forth this well -ascertained fact, for the purpose of 
raising the further discussion (in the next Adhikaraim) ; and where 
something is stated only as introductory to a further discussion, there is no 
need for stating the * Purvapakqa ’ or the ‘ Siddhanta ’. 




Adhikarana ( 21 ) : At the ‘ Ahargana \ it is necessary to 
secure another 'piece of cloth . 

SfJTErA (77). 

At the ‘ Ahargana 7 there should be segueing of (another) piece 

OF CLOTH,— ON ACCOUNT OE THEBE BEING NEED FOB IT. 

Bhasya. 

There is the Dvddashaha sacrifice ; the ' gathering tip * of Soma has to 
be done at it, in accordance with the General Law, as laid down in the text 
‘ Gather it up by a piece of cloth Y 

In regard to this* there arises the question— For the purpose of this 
‘ gathering up \ should a separate piece of cloth be secured (for each ‘ day ’) 
or not ? 

The Purvapak$a is as follows— “It hould uot be so secured ; — why ? — 
because there is no declaration to the effect that ‘ another piece of cloth should 
be brought in ’ ; and in the absence of any such declaration, we do not recognise 
the necessity of bringing up a separate piece of cloth; hence no separate 
piece of cloth should be brought in ”. 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — At the * Ahargana % 
another piece of cloth should be brought in, became there is need for it ; as 
there are several ‘ days ’ in the ‘ Ahargana ’ ; and 1 the gathering up by a 
piece of cloth ’ is to be done on each of those days, under the General Law.; 
so that if a separate piece of cloth were not brought in every day, the 
‘ gathering up’ would not he- accomplished. Hence a separate piece of 
cloth should be brought in every day. 



Adhikarana (22) : The separate piece of doth is to be 

secured only for the c Gathering up \ 

SUTRA (78). 

[PtlRVAPAKSA] — “ It should be secured with a raw to the 
‘ Measuring because at the Archetype, the * Gather- 
ing UP 5 IS POUND TO BE DONE BY THAT ROTS: 

PIECE OP CLOTH.” 

Bhagya* 

In connection, with the same ‘ Ahargam % we are considering a further 
question. It has been explained that a separate piece of cloth is to be secured 
as there is need for it. — The question that arises now is— -Is the piece of 
cloth to be secured with a view to the ‘ Measuring ’ ? Or with a view to 
the ‘ Gathering up * ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows It should be secured with a view 
to the * mmsuring 1 ; — why T — because at tlte Archetype the 1 Gathering up ’ 
is found to be done with that same piece of doth ; — at the Jyotiftoma we find 
that the * gathering up ’ is done by that same piece of cloth in which the 
‘ measuring * lias been done ; — and at the Eetype things have to be done as 
at the Archetype, according to the General Law ; — hence the piece of cloth 
should be brought in at the time of the ‘ measuring 


SUTRA (79). 

[SiddhInta] — It should, in reality, be secured with a view to 
the * gathering up * ; as there is no Direct Declaration ; 

AT THE EoTYPE, IT HAS TO BE DONE BY A SEPARATE 
PfflOE AS THEBE 13 AOTCFAL SfEED FOB IT f • 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right that it should be secured with a view to the * measuring ’ ; 
in foot, it should bo secured for the * gathering up \ — ■“ Why ? ” — Became 
there is no Direct Declaration ; we do not find it declared anywhere that 
the piece of cloth should be brought in for the * measuring * ; and in the 
absence of any such declaration, we cannot be certain that It must be done 
for the ‘measuring’ alone. When a certain thing is used for a definite 
purpose, it is only right that, being needed for that purpose, it should he 
brought in at the tame that it is needed, not at any other time ; in the esse 
in question, the need for a fresh piece of cloth arises at the time of the 
‘ gathering up’ ; and hence the right course is that it should be secured fur, 
add at the time of, the * gathering up 


A; 
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It has been argued that — “ At the Archetype that same piece of cloth 
is used for the gathering up which has been used for the measuring , — and 
hence, according to the General Law, the fresh piece of cloth should he 
brou ght in at the time of the measuring ”. — This has to be refuted ; and our 
answer to this is as follows : — There is no such declaration as that ‘ the 
gathering up should be done by that same piece of cloth on which the 
measuring has been done * ; it is done so at the Archetype only because them 
is need for it and it can be so done, because the ‘ Day ’ is only one ; so that 
the piece of cloth not being otherwise engaged, it is used for the ‘ gathering 
up * also j— what is done only by reason of the needs of the situation cannot 
he applied elsewhere under the General Law, — as it is something not 
amenable to verbal authority. Further, in the case in question, there being 
several ‘ days % the same piece of cloth could not possibly be used for both 
the purpose®. — From all this it follows that the fresh piece of cloth should 
be brought in at the time of ‘ gathering up *. 


End of Pada vi of Adhydya X. 


ADHYAYA X. 

PADA ¥33. 

Adhikabana (1) : At the Jyotistoma s each limb of the 
animal forms a distinct offering. 

SUTRA (1). 

[PObvapak§a]— “ The animal should be begabded as a single 

‘ OFFERING \ BECAUSE THE WHOLE OF IT HAS BEEN ENJOINED.” 

BMsya . 

In connection with the Jyotistoma, the Animal Agnisomiya (dedicated 
to Agni-Soma) has been enjoined — 4 Who, being initiated, sacrifices the 
animal dedicated to Agni-Soma V * - 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Does the whole animal 
form one * offering ’ ? Or is each limb of it a distinct 4 offering * ? 

The Purmpakm is as follows The whole animal forms a single 
‘ offering — Why ? — Because the whole of it has hem enjoined ; it is the 
whole animal that has been enjoined as to be offered to Agni-Soma , — each 
of its limbs is not 4 what is dedicated to Agni-Soma ’ ; hence what should 
be done is that out of the substance in the shape of the animal, slices should 
be offered to Agni-Soma. If the limbs were to he treated as ‘offering*, 
then it would be necessary to take the term 4 animal * as figuratively 
indicating the limbs. — From all this it follows that the whole animal forms 
a single 4 offering ’.—This is also indicated by the foBowing test— 4 Aiho 
khalvahuh. Ic&peyd daksinasya purvam padasydmdeyam tat sarmsya pashora- 
mttam bhavati ; atho khalvahuh gopdyana daksinasya purvam padasydm- 
deyam tat sarmsya pashoramttam bhavati * ; what is said here (‘ sarmsya 
pashoravattam, bhavati ’) shows that the whole animal forms a single offering. 
— From this also it follows that the whole animal forms a single ‘ offering V* 

SUTRA (2). 

[SiddhInta] — In fact, nAm t.tmtr forms an offering ; because each 

HAS BEEN ASSIGNED SEPARATELY , — AS IN THE CASE OF THE CUP. 

Ehdsya. 

The term ‘ va, * (‘in reality ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above. 

It is not right that the whole animal forms a single 4 offering ’ ; as a 
matter of fact, each limb is a distinct offering. — Why ? — -Because each has 
bem assigned separately ; each limb has been separately assigned by means 
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of such texts as — ‘First of all, he slices out of the heart, then the tongue, the 
chest, the arras, the side®, the arms ’ ; where the slicing laid down is out of 
various substances in the shape of the Heart and the rest. This cannot be 
possible unless the animal is cut up ; hence it follows that for the purpose of 
getting at the Heart and other limbs, the animal lias to be cut up ; and, when 
the animal has been cut up, the shape of the animal can no longer be there. 
Thus then, it comes to this — ‘When the sacrifice is being performed, one 
should help it by means of the substance in the shape of the animal, — but 
it is net possible to accomplish the sacrifice by bodily introducing the animal 
into it, — hence it is only indirectly that the animal's body can help the 
sacrifice, — consequently the 4 offerings ’ are to consist of the Heart and other 
limbs forming parts of the substance in the shape of that animal, — and 
the offerings are to be made out of those limbs * ; — as in the case of the 1 Gup * ; 
for instance, in connection with the Soma-sacrifice, it is laid down ‘Takes 
up the Oup dedicated to Indra - V aya , — takes up the Cup dedicated to 
Mitra-Varuna, — takes up the Cup dedicated to the Ashvins — where each 
Oup forms a distinct ‘offering’; the ‘offering’ consisting of the Soma- 
juice in each Cup, not of the entire Soma-creeper; similarly in the case in 
question also (the offering consists of the parts of the animal, not the entire 
animal). 

As for the * injunction of the whole animal \ this can be explained also 
on the basis of the limbs constituting the ‘ offering -even so the whole 
animal forming the ‘ offering ’ indirectly through the limbs. 

As fear tire indicative text that has been cited, that can be explained 
all the more easily on the basis of there being several ‘ offerings 5 consisting 
of the limbs.“How ? — When it speaks of one slice helping the other, it shows 
that the whole of the animal is not meant to be sliced out as a single * offering \ 


Atoiikarana ( 2 ) : The Sacrifice is to be performed with the 

Heart and other specified particular limbs of the Animal. 

SUTRA (a). 

[Pubvapaks a] — ‘ ‘ Inasmuch as each iamb is a distinct offering, 

THEBE SHOULD BE BEPETITION OF THE ACT ; HENCE T HEBE 
SHOULD BE * OFFERING ’ OUT OF AT.T, THE LIMBS.” 

Bhasya. 


We have understood that each limb fortes a distinct ‘ offering *, — 
The question that arises now is — Is the sacrifice to be accomplished by the 
offering of any one of the limbs ? Or should offerings be made out of all the 
limbs ? Or should there be specification— the offering being made out of a 
few specified limbs only ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows : — “ The offering should be made out of 
all the limbs, — hence the act of offering should be repeated. — Why ? — 
Because each limb is a distinct offering; each of the lirabB described in the 
text speaking of the * slicings ’ — Heart, Tongue and the rest, — form so many 
distinct offerings ; so also do the other limbs (not so mentioned) which become 
included indirectly, as forming parts of the animal’s body ; hence offerings 
should be made out of all these limbs; Some of them are specially 
characterised by the shape of the animal ; — under the circumstances, if the 
offering were made out of any one limb only, all that is characterised by the 
shape of the animal would noj> become included ; so that the * shape of the 
animal ’ would not have been made an accessory of the sacrifice. The shape 
of the animal becomes such an accessory only when it characterises 
and qualifies a flesh-lump endowed with several qualifications, — not other- 
wise. If however all the limbs forming part of the animal’s body were 
made a single offering, then the enjoined offering of the whole would be 
accomplished without the repetition of the act of offering. But when each 
limb is regarded as a distinct offering, — if one were to make the offering 
out of a single limb, one would naturally abandon some of the limbs ; while 
if he were to repeat the act of offering, he would be able to take in all the 
limbs. — -From all this it follows that offerings should be made out of all the 
limbs. 

“ Says the Opponent (to the Purva paksa - }— - ‘ When all the particular 
parts of the body are meant to accomplish the sacrifice, then the sacrifice 
could he accomplished by means of any one of them \ 

“ The answer to this is as follows— The sacrifice may be aecmnpliahed ; 
but the particular limbs have been spoken of as connected with the 
sacrifice ; what is spoken of, however, as connected with the sacrifice is the 
shape of the animal ; and this shape of the animal becomes an accessory of 
the sacrifice when the particular limbs are used ; and it is for this reason that 
- the declaration of the procedure speaks of the parts of the body ; but it is 
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nob ascertained what particular part is taken up and what not ; consequently 
all come to be taken up for the purpose, by following what has been said in 
the declaration of procedure. If any particular part has not been taken up, 
it is assumed that even without that, the sacrifice is performed in 
accordance with the injunction ; so that, having become qualified by the 
shape of the animal, nothing more is brought in ; but in that case it would 
mean a disregard for this latter. — Hence we conclude that offerings should be 
made out of all the limbs, — the Heart and other specified ones, as also others 
not so specified.” 

SUTRA (4). 

[Objection to Purvapaksa] — As a matter of fact, thebe should be 

SPECIFICATION, BECAUSE OF THE SPECIFIC MENTION, — AS IN THE 
CASE OF THE * A JYABHlGA \ 

, Bhasya. 

The offerings should be made out of the Heart and other specified limbs, 
not out of the rest. — Why ? — Because of their specific mention ; the Heart 
and other limbs have been specifically mentioned, in the passage beginning 
With ‘ These, are the eleven offerings out of the animal As regards the 
text in question, it cannot be taken as an injunction of these same offerings ; 
as these are already kn own to be admissible under the General Law ; — nor 
can it be taken as a mere reiteration, as such a reiteration would be useless ; 

- — the reiteration too is without any details ; — all which shows that the text 
is meant to preclude those not mentioned (and to specify those mentioned). 
For instance, when it is said ‘ one should not go or * one should not eat % 
it is a clear prohibition ; in the same way in a case of Preclusion and 
Specification also there is prohibition. As in the case of the ‘ Ajyabhdga ’ ; 
as in connection with the Qfhamedhlya, it has been explained in Adhydya V, 
that the mention of ‘ Ajyabhdga ’ as one alternative serves the purpose of 
preclusion ; the same should be the case in the present instance also.— 
Hence the text is to be taken as a preclusion and specification. 

SUTRA (5). 

[PObvapaksa reiterated '} — “In fact, what the specific mention is 

INTENDED TO DO IS TO DECLARE THE FACT OF THOSE SAME BEING 
‘DOUBLE OFFERINGS ’ ; — BECAUSE THE ANIMAL CON- 
STITUTES ‘ FIVE OFFERINGS 

Bhasya. 

The term ‘ vd ’ ('in fact ’) implies the rejection of the view just set forth. 

“ It is not right that there is preclusion and specification ; as this always 
involves three incongruities — (a) abandoning the natural meaning 0 f the 
words, (b) assuming another meaning, and (c) rejecting of what is known 
to be admissible. — It has been argued that, on account of the specific 
mention, it should be so but that is not right ,* because what the specific 
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mention is intended to do is to declare the fact of those same , — Heart and the 
rest , — being ‘ double offerings ’. The text Jn question does not mean that 
‘ the offerings out of the animal are only eleven, not more, and that each 
of the offerings is offered twice’ ; what is meant is that ‘ of the eleven 
offerings each is offered twice’. — How so ?— It is not the offering (or slicing) 
that is reiterated in the text, because it is not yet something already known. 
— ‘ But how can it be regarded as not already known V -—Because the ammal 
constitutes five offerings ; what the text actually declares is that there are 
five offerings out of the animal ; hence it cannot be regarded as a reiteration. 
In fact, the text has served its purpose by enjoining that ‘ of these, each is 
to be offered twice ’ ; and it does not bar the offering of other slices.— Hence 
we conclude that offerings are to be made out of all the limbs.” 

S0TRA (6). 

[Purmpak§a-argu7nents continued ] — “ Further, if the text in ques- 
tion PRECLUDED THE OTHER LIMBS, THE DIRECT PROHIBITION 
OF THE ‘ SHOULDER V * HEAD ‘ ANtJKA ’ (!) AND * THIGHS ’ 
WOULD BE SUPERFLUOUS. If, HOWEVER, OFFERINGS 
ARE TO BE MADE OUT OF THESE ALSO, THEN THE 
PROHIBITION SHALL APPLY TO THE * DOUBLE 
OFFERING ’ OUT OF THESE.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ For the following reason also, the text cannot be taken as precluding 
the other limbs. — ‘ For what reason ? ’ — Because there is prohibition of 
the ‘ shoulder ‘ head * anuha ’, and ‘ thighs ’. This prohibition of these 
would have some sense only if there were no preclusion of those ; the pro- 
hibition of these is actually there, in the text — ‘ One does not offer but of 
the shoulders, nor out of the head, nor out of the Anuha, nor out of the 
tower thighs If these limbs had been already precluded by the other text, 
the prihibition of the * shoulder, head, anuha, and thighs’ would he wholly 
superfluous,— If, however, they are not already precluded by the other text, 
them inasmuch as these limbs— shoulder and the rest — could be things 
out of which the offerings would bo made, the prohibition would be of the 
* niravad&na * of these limbs. — What is ‘ niravadana * ? — It is offering after 
taking a piece out of the particular limb ; — i.e. it is the ‘ double offering * 
that is prohibited. — From all this it follows that the sacrifice is performed 
with all the limbs.” 

SUTRA (7). 

[SlDDHlNTA] — As A MATTER OF FACT, THERE MUST BE PRECLUSION ; 
BECAUSE THEY ARE SPOKEN AS 1 ANAVADlNlYA ’ (NOT 
FIT TO BE OFFERED). 

Bhasya. 

The term ‘ api vd ’ (‘ as a matter of fact ’) implies the rejection of the 
view set forth above! 
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There must be preclusion ; and offerings should not be made out of all 
the limbs. — “ Why* ? ” — Because only thus can the re-declaration have any 
sense. — “ But it has been pointed out that Preclusion always involves three 
incongruities.” — The answer to that is that there is no incongruity in the 
present case. — “ Why ? ” — The ‘ offering ’ (slicing) in general is made 
admissible by the General. Law, for being offered into the Fire ; and it is this 
offering that is connected by the text in question with the Heart and other 
limbs ; so that it is through Syntactical Connection that the Heart and other 
specified limbs become connected with the Homa (throwing into Fire) ; and 
none of the other limbs of the animal’s body becomes connected with any 
deity. — It will not be right to argue that — “ the connection of the Heart 
and other specified limbs with Deities being mentioned in the Direct 
Declaration itself, — such connection of the animal’s body with the Deities 
would be secured only if the other limbs also were made oblations by 
being thrown into the Fire ” ; — because the connection of the animal’s body 
with the Deities is secured also when the Heart and other specified limbs 
are offered out of that body. — Hence we conclude that the other limbs are 
precluded. 

Further, there is the term * anavadantya ’ (‘not fit for being offered’), 
in the text — ‘ Mdrutydnavaddniydn mrdgrahdrmhcha ajisrdbhyo hamti ’. — 
If there is preclusion, then alone could any limb be * unfit for offering ’ ; 
otherwise, all the limbs would be ' fit for offering ’, and the .term ‘ anavada- 
mya * (‘ unfit for offering ’) would have no sense. Hence we conclude that 
there must be Preclusion. — “The mention of ‘unfitness for offering’ may 
be taken as referring to the Horns and Hoofs.” — Not so, we reply. Because 
the Homs and Hoofs are inherently unfit for offering ; and if there were 
‘ hgrana \ ‘ taking up of what is inherently so unfit, then the Dative 
ending in ‘ ajispdbhyah ’ could not be explained; as the Homs and Hoofs 
are never meant to be ‘ aji$rt — “ They might be used for securing the 
services of men.”- — It has been already explained that one should not utilise 
for his own purposes things that are meant for Deities. Hence the term 
‘unfit for offering ’ cannot be taken as referring to Horns and Hoofs. 

SUTRA (8). 

Also because it is found mentioned in connection with 

.. THE NON-BrAHMANA. 

Bha§ya. 

For the following reason also there should be Preclusion. — “ For what 
reason I ” — There is a text showing that there is * eating ’ (of a limb) by the 
non-Brahmana — ‘ Kakubho r&japutrah prasndti dhruvagopah ’ ; here the 
eating of the ‘ Kdkub ’ (a particular limb) by the K?attriya has been 
mentioned. — According to the Purvapah§a, no such limb could be available 
of the animal used at the sacrifice, as all the limbs will have been offered, as 
what is prohibited is only the ‘ double offering \ — For this reason also, there 
should be preclusion. 



AdhIkarana (3) : At the Jyotistoma, the offering to Svista - 
Icrt should consist of such ‘ Three Limbs ’ are 
auxiliaries to the sacrifice. 

SUTRA (10). 

[POrvapahsa] — “ Offerings should be made, to Svi^takbt out of 

THE SACRIFICIAL AUXHAABY, — AS AT THE ARCHETYPE.” 

BTidsya. 

At the Jyotistoma, there is the animal to be offered to Agni-Soma ,- — 
spoken of in the text, ‘ One who, being initiated, sacrifices the animal 
dedicated to Agni-Soma \ At that sacrifice, the offering to Smgtahrt comes 
in under the General Law; in connection with that offering, we read — 
* Offers the sacrifice to Svifpakrt with Three Limbs \ 

In regard to this, there arises the question. — Should the offering to 
Svi$tufcrt be made out of such limbs as are auxiliary to (have been used 
at) the sacrifice ? Or out of those that have not been so used ? 

The Purvapakfa is as follows j — “ It should be offered out of the. limbs 
that' have been used at the sacrifice.— -How so ? — -Because by so doing, the 
words of the text would be followed, as at the Archetype ; because it is 
only when the three limbs used at the sacrifice are offered to Svigtakrt that 
the connotation of the term * three ’ becomes duly followed.” 

SUTRA (11). 

[SiddhXnta] — In reality, thebe should be modification by the 
‘Three limbs’, — as in the cask of ‘Reeds’. 

BMsya. 

The offering should be made out of the three limbs that have not been 
used at the sacrifice ; thus there would be a ‘ modification ’ (of those limbs 
that have been used at the sacrifice) ; and it is not that any three limbs might 
be used. If it were admitted that the offering could be made out of any three 
limbs, then there would be no need for the mentioning of the * limbs ' again 
in tha injunction of the offering, as it would be already known ; and the 
injunction* in that case, would be only for the sake of laying down the 
number * three *, the injunction being ‘ one should offer out of three 8 ; — in 
that case them would be no connection between the term ‘ tri s (‘three’) 
and the term * osnga ' (‘ limbs ’) ; so that the compounding of the two would 
be impossible. 

Further, if there is no one action common to the three limbs,— or if 
there is no quality common to them,— there can be no relation of qimUJkafdon 
and qualified between the terms ‘ ? and * anga ’ ; so that, on that account 
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also, there would be no such commotion between them as that ‘ those are the 
three limbs which three limbs are connected With the number three 9 ; unless 
there is some peculiarity, there can be no action taken, and to that extent, 
the information remains incomplete-— as to which three limbs are meant. — 
“ How is it under your view ? ” — We explain The compound ‘ tryafujaih 9 
is a collective compound, the ‘ communism ’ of the two factors consisting 
either in common action or common quality, — the three limbs of wMch the 
collective compound has been formed have been thus mentioned— 1 Yad 
domah purvardhdt agnaye samavadyati, gudctsya madhyatah shronyd jagMwitah * 

[ ; One offers collectively the upper half of the arms to Agni, out of the middle 
of the anus, and out of the lower half of the loins ’] ; the word * Soma - 
mdyati ’ denotes joint offering ; and the * commmxism ’ consists in all three 
being connected with the one deity Agni, and also with the common action 
of offering. Hence it is these three limbs here spoken of (arms, anus, and 
loins) that are meant to be the ‘three limbs’ out of which the offering to 
Svigtakrt is to be made; — and these have not been used at the sacrifice. 
Thus, on the strength of this direct declaration, we conclude that the offering 
to Svigtakrt is to be made out of such limbs as have not been used at the 
sacrifice ; — as m the case of ‘ reeds 9 ; just as in the case of the text * the grass 
consists of reeds \ it leads the Kusha-grass to be set aside by the reeds, so in 
the case in question also, the character of being used at a sacrifice would be 
set aside. 

Says the Opponent — “ As a matter of fact, the offering to is 

only of the nature of the disposal of things that have been used at the 
sacrifice ; — and if the offering were made out of things other than those so 
used, there would be no ‘ disposal 9 of the things used ; hence then® Ihnbi 
that have not been used at the sacrifice cannot be used in the place of those 
that have been so used.” 

The answer to this is as follows : — Though the things uaedare what are 
disposed of, yet it cannot be otherwise; under the normal course, the 
‘ Disposal 9 would be effected through the things used at the sacrifice; — it is 
. as against this that the text in question lays down the offering, in this parti - 
eular case, of such things as have not been used at the sacrifice the mnee 
being that it is these latter that should Joe offered by way of ‘ disposal 9 ; 
because these also have served their purpose and as such have to be disposed 
of. Those that have been actually used at the sacrifice are hereby excluded 
from the Svi§fahrt-ofiesnng ; but they may be disposed of anywhere else one 
may wish to do so. 


Adhikajrana (4) : The c Adhyudhm 5 is a modification of 

the ‘ I# 

SUTRA (12). 

[Sid dh ant a] — The * AdhyCbhnI 5 should be treated as a modifica- 
tion OF THE ‘ IpI-POKTION 5 WHICH IS EATEN BY THE HOTB, — 

just like the * Three Limbs ** [The term c Adhyudhnl * 
stands for the limbs other than the Heart and 
other specified limbs], 

Bhdsya. 

At the JyotiMoma, there is the animal offered to Agm-Soma, spoken of 
in the text— 1 One who, on being initiated, sacrifices the animal dedicated 
to Agni-Somo \» — In connection with that, it has been declared that ‘They 
present the Adhyudhm to the Hb$f-priest 

In regard to this, there arises the question— Is this c adhyudhnl ’ a 
mo difi cation of the Hotf's share in the 144-cake (which is eaten by him at 
the Jyoti$toma) % Or is it not a modification, being an entirely distinct 
share allotted definitely to the Hot? 1 

Question — On what grounds could it be regarded as a modification (of 
an already -known Port i on) ? And on what grounds could it be taken as a 
distinct share assigned to the Hot? ? 

Answer— If the text in question is taken as enjoining the Adhyudhm, 
then the mention of ‘presenting to the Hot?* is a mem reiteration, — and 
in that case what is enjoined would be a modification of the already known 
Portion. On the other hand, if the text is taken as enjoining the 1 presenting 
to the Hot?* in reference to the Adhyudhm., then it is a restrictive injunction 
(assigning to the Hot? a distinct Portion). 

The most reasonable view that presents itself is as follows : — 1 The 
AdhyUdhhi should be treated as a modification of the Portion eaten by the 
Hot r (at the Jyotiffoma). — “ Why ” ? — Because the Adhyudhm is something 
quite now (not having been previously enjoined), and hence, not being the 
remnant of any offering to deities, it is not yet known as to lie eaten in the 
%anner of the Ida ; hence it could not be taken as miterated in the text in 
question ; consequently it has to bo taken as enjoined ;■ — thus then the 
Adhyudhm comes to be directly declared as the share to be presented to the 
Hot?, and hence set® aside the £ Idd-portion % which could come in only 
by virtue of the implications of the General Law ; — us in the case of the ‘ Three 
Kmbs ’ ; — i.e. just as the ‘ Three Limbs % which have not bean used at the 
sacrifice, set aside those that have been so used, — so in the present case also. 
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SUTRA (13). 

[Purvapaksin’s argument against the Siddhdnta] — “ It really forms 
part op the Remnant ; hence there should be restric- 
tions ; AS IN THE CASE OE THE ‘ CHARIOT Y* 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘m’ (‘ really ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth above 
— to the effect that the Adhyudhnl is a modification, of the Iota-portion. 

“ The Adhyudhnl could be a modification of the J^a-portion only if it were 
something new (not already known) as a matter of fact however, it forms 
part of the Ida-itself. — ‘ How so ? ’—The text ‘ AnasihibMridam vardhayanti ’ 
f‘ They enlarge the Ida, by means of such pieces of flesh as are boneless’] 
clearly declares the ‘presentation’ (of the Adhyudhni), [as it is only by the 
additional limbs not already offered that there could be any subsequent 
enlargement ; and it is the additional limbs that constitute the 1 adhyudhnl ’] j 
— it is only the connection with the particular priest Hot f that is not already 
known; hence it is this connection alone that is enjoined by the text in 
question, — the sense being that *' when they present the Adhyudhnl, they should 
present it to the Hotr, not to anyone else *, which means that they provide 
the Hotr with a fresh eating-portion (in addition to the I$2, which comes to 
him through the General Law). Further, the words ‘ hotrl ’ and * haranti * 
being in close juxtaposition (‘ present to the Hot? ’), the syntactical connec- 
tion between them is clear ; while in the other case, the connection between 
‘ adhyudhmm ’ and ‘ haranti ’ is interrupted by the intervention of the word 
‘ botre and as such, it would have to be assumed. Hence the text must 
be taken as restricting this new portion ( adhyudhnl ) to the Hotr ; — as in the, 
case of the chariot ; in the ease of the text * Yajuryuhtam rathamadhvaryctve 
daddii ’ [‘ He gives the chariot consecrated with the Yaju$ to the Adhvaryu *), 
— inasmuch as the chariot is already known from another text, and the 
words ‘ adhvaryave ’ and ‘ daddii ’ are in close juxtaposition, — it is taken as 
restricting the gift to the Adhvaryu ;--^imilarly the text in question should 
be taken as restricting the portion (adhyudhnl) to the Hot f”, 

SUTRA (14). 

ISiddhdntin’s answer to Purvapaksa-argument] — Bijt it cannot be so, 
as there is no injunctive text to that eiotot. 

Bkasya, 

The term ‘ ’ (‘ but ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth above. 

As a matter of fact, the text cannot be taken as restricting the share 
(to the Hotr); it must be taken as laying down the modification of the /ap- 
portion. — “ Why ? ” — There is no injunctive text to the effect that there 
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should be the A dhyudhni -portion even where there is the Ida -portion at the 
same time. 

“ But we have pointed out the text — ‘ They enlarge the cake with 
boneless pieces of flesh 

The answer to this is that this text is a mere reiteration, the boneless-pieces 
having been already enjoined elsewhere — ‘ Yadu parishisyate tat samavatta - 
dhanyamanayati, yat hrdayam prdsyati, jihvam vafcsah, tanimam atastasyd 
vanitfum — Hence it follows tliat the text cited by the- opponent is only a 
reiteration. Then again, the adhyudhnl is not mentioned in the text at all * 
hence it cannot be regarded as enjoined elsewhere as to be used and 
when it is not so enjoined elsewhere, it must be taken as enjoined in the 
text in question (‘ adhyudhnlm hotre haranti ’) in reference to the ‘ presenta- 
tion to the Hotr \ 

It has been argued that in this ease it would be necessary to assume a 
syntactical connection (between ^ adhyudhnlm ' and ‘ haranti ’) which is 
interrupted (by the intervention of the word ‘ hotre, ’) We shall certainly 
assume such a connection when we find— (a) that the 1 adhyudhnl ’ is riot 
something already enjoined elsewhere, (6) that the text, therefore, cannot 
be a reiteration, and (c) that it would be meaningless if the said assumption 
were not made. In this way, the injunction would be of the ‘ presenting 1 
which is expressed by a word contained in the text itself ; otherwise, in the 
other case, what would be enjoined would be the connection between the 
Adhyudhnl and the Hotr, not the presenting which is expressed by a word 
of the text itself. 

Bor this reason also the Adhyudhnl should be regarded as a modification 
of a former eating-portion. 


SOTRA (15). 

[Purvapaksin’s objection ] — “ In fact, it would be a mere girt, as 

THERE IS NO CONNECTION WITH THE TERM ■ EATING-PORTION \" 
Bha§ya. 

The term ‘ api iid ’ (‘ in fact ’) implies the rejection of the view just set 
forth. 

“If it be as explained above, and the Adhyudhni 1ms not been enjoined 
in any other text as to be presented even when the Ida -portion is (here, — 
then, it comes to this that what the text in question enjoins is something 
entirely new to be 1 presented \ in the shape of the Adhyudhnl ; and in that 
case it cannot be treated as the modification of an eating- portion ; as all that 
the words ‘ adhyudhnlm harapiPi' expresses is the mere gwmg mi>&y of the 
thing to the Hotr ; nor is there any connection laid down with the term 
i bhaksa' (‘eating -portion ’). Hence the Adhyudlm i cannot be regarded as the 
modification of an eating-portion." 
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SUTRA ( 16 ). 


[Answer to the Purvapaksin’s argument] — As a matter of fact, it must 

BE THE MODIFICATION OF AN EATING-PORTION, AS THERE IS NO 
' GIVER — ALL (THE SaCEIFICER AND THE PRIESTS) 

BEING EQUAL IN RELATION TO THE REMNANTS. 


Bhasya. 


The term ‘ tu ’ (‘as a matter of fact ’) implies the rejection of the 
view just set forth — that “ it is a mere gift, not the modification of an eating - 
portion”. It cannot be a case of ‘giving away’, because there is no 
* giver ’ ; the animal, in fact, has been dedicated by the Master of the sacrifice 
in the sense that ‘ saving the sacrifice, I shall not use this animal for any 
other purpose of mine own’.; so that there being no longer any ownership 
over the animal, there can be no giving away (of any part of it). — “ Why 
is there no ownership ? ” — Because all are equal in relation to the Remnant ; 
as regards the Remnants of the sacrifice, the Sacrificer stands on the same 
footing as the Hotr, neither of them is the owner of the substance. Hence 
there can be no giving. 

“ When there is no connection with the term * eating-portion how can 
the Adhyudhm be regarded as an eating-portion ? ” 

It follows the presence of the Dative ending (in ‘ hotrS ’) j this Dative 
ending has the sense of ‘for the sake of ’ ; so that what the words of the 
Text mean is that ‘ the adhyudhm is for the sake of the Hotf ‘ it is the 
Hotr who is wanted by it as its recipient ’, which means that * it benefits the 
Hotr ’ ; it can do so only when it is eaten and thereby imparts strength to 
the person, thus conferring upon him a perceptible benefit ; and to the 
extent that it confers this benefit, to that extent does the Dative ending 
become justified ; — otherwise, if the benefit conferred were an imperceptible 
one (as it would be, if it were a case of mere gift), the signification of the 
Dative would become ignored. 

From all this it follows that the Adhyudhni is a modification of the 
ocding -portion of I<jtd. 


Adhikarana (5) : The i Vanistu 3 is the modification of an 



[Like the ‘adhyudhni \ the ‘ vanistu is one of those limbs of the animal that 
are not among those that have been specifically mentioned as ‘ offerings i i.e. the 

Heart, the Tongue , etc.'] 

SUTRA (17). 

Ldke the ‘ Adhyttdhni the * also is bob the 

AgnId-priest. 

Bha$ya. 

In connection, with the same animal dedicated to, Agni-Soma, we read— 

‘ Vanigtwagmdhe ’ [‘ The Vani&u to the Agrwd-priest ’]. — The details of the 
preceding AdhiJearana are applicable to the present case also ; as there so 
here, the question is — when the Vanistu is spoken of as ‘ for the Agnid 
is it to be treated as the modification of an eating-portion ? Or, does the 
text restrict this additional share as to be given to the Agnid -priest ? 

Similarly the apparent Siddhanta is the same as that of the previous 
adhikararut, — that, being enjoined as something not already known, it must- 
be regarded as the modification of an eating-portion ; — as before, the same 
objection is urged here also— “ it being already enjoined in another text, the 
present text must be taken as restricting the additional share to the 
particular Priest ” -as before, the answer to this is that, in as much as the 
Vanifpu is not mentioned in the text ‘they enlarge the Ida with boneless 
pieces it is not something already enjoined, and hence it should be taken 
as enjoined in the text in question. 

Says the Opponent — “ As a matter of fact, the Vanistu also having been 
already spoken of, it is something that is already known.” 

Answer — All that has been said in the other text is— ‘ Vanistum 
prasyati ’ [‘Throws the Vanistu ’] ; so that what is enjoined there is the 
mere throwing in of the Vani§pu into the Ida, by way of an embellishment 
•of the latter ; so that it does not become the Ida itself; — nor is it mentioned 
anywhere in connection -with the term ‘ bhak§a ’ (‘ eating -portion ’) ; hence 
it is the mere ‘throwing in’ that is enjoined, — and not that it is to be 
included in the ‘ eating-portion ’ ; — nor again, is there any connection, in the 
preceding text, with the Dative ending. So that, when the text in question 
speaks of it as ‘agnidhe \ (being ‘for the Agnid ’), the Dative ending clearly 
enjoins the eating (of the Vanistu). 

Thus we conclude that, there being a possibility of the case of the 
Vamspu, not being quite analogous to that of the Adhyudhni dealt with in 
the preceding Adhikarawi, the Sutra lays it down that the two cases are 
exactly analogous ; and thus sets aside all notions of the two cases not being 
quite alike on any point of the Adhikarana. 


Adhekarana (6) : The Maitmvaruna also has a share in 

the Mating Portion \ 

SUTRA (18). 

[POrvapaksa] — “ Thebe cab be bo * Eating portion ’ bob the MaitrX- 

VARUNA, AS HE IS NOT CONNECTED WITH THE ARCHETYPE.” 

Bhdsya, 

Tn connection with the Jyotistoma, there is the animal dedicated to Agni- 
Soma, mentioned in the text ‘One who, on being initiated, sacrifices the 
qnfnrm] dedicated to Agni-Soma ’ ; at this offering there is a priest called 
‘ Maitravaruna \ 

In regard to this Priest, there arises the question — Has this Priest 
a share in the ‘ Eating of Remnants * which has to be done in accordance 
with the General law ? 

The Purvapak§a is as follows : — “ This Priest has no connection with the 
Archetype ; hence, if he were to do the Eating , it would not be done in the 
manner of the Archetype. Hence we conclude that these can be no eating- 
portion for the Maitmvaruna, as he is not connected with the Archetype." 

SUTRA (19). 

[SlDDHlNTA] — As A MATTER OP PACT, IT SHOULD BE THERE *, AS HE IS 
THE SUBSTITUTE POR THE HOTR AND THE AdHVABYU, BEING 
INVESTED WITH THEIR .PIJNCSCIONS. ' 

■' _ ■ Bhasya. 

As a matter Of fact, there must be an eating-portion for the Maitm- 
varuna; in the matter of giving directions, he is the substitute for the 
Adhvaryu ; and in the matter of recitations, he is the substitute for the Hotf, 
as is clearly laid down in the text — ‘ Therefore the Maitrammna gives the 
directions and makes the recitations 5 , — thus, being invested with the 
functions of these two priests, the Maitrikxmena naturally gets a share in the 
‘Eating’. Hence we conclude that he must have a share in the eating- 


Adhbkabana (7) : The Maitrdvaruna has only 

one share. 

SUTRA (20). 

[PffRVAPAKSA] — “H e should have two shakes, as he pekfoems 

TWO FUNCTIONS.’ 1 

Bhasya. 

In regard to the same Maibravaruna priest, there arises the further 
question— Has he two shares ? Or only one share ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows : — “ He should have two shares ; being a 
substitute for the Adhvaryu, he obtains the Adhvaryu’s share ; and being a 
substitute for the Hot?, he obtains the Hobr's share ; hence he should have 
two shares.” 

SUTRA (21). 

[SiddhInta] — In beauty, in as much as he is only one, he should 

BEOI5IVE ONLY ONE SHARE * AS THE SHAKE HAS NOT 
BEEN DECLARED. 

Bhasya. 

The term ‘ ’ (‘in reality ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 

above. 

The Maitrdvaruna should not- have two shares ; he should have only 
one. — “ Why I ” — Bemuse the share has not been declared ; it has not been 
declared that the Adhvaryu 1 s share is to go to the Maiframruna, or that 
the Hotr's share is to go to him. If these two had been so declared, then, 
even though the requisite embellishment would have been secured by a single 
share, yet, on the strength of the said declaration, he would receive the 
seoond share also. As a matter of fact, however, the share comes to the 
MaMrdmrima only by virtue of the General Law; — hence, as the Maitrd- 
oaru/na is only one, a single share will suffice to accomplish that archetypal 
condition, and no second share could be indicated by the General Law ; — 
hence the Priest in question should have one share only. 



Adhikarana (8) : The PratiprasthMr Priest has no : share 

in the Eating-Portion. 

SUTRA (22). 

JTOrvapaesa] — ■** The PnatiprasthXtb also should have a share, on 
ACCOUNT OF ms COOKING THE OMENTUM,” 


JBha§ya. 


In connection with the same animal-sacrifice to Agni-Soma, the 
Pratiprasthatr ’ priest is spoken of. 

In regard to him, there arises the question — Is this Priest to have a 
share in the eating of Remnants ? Or not ? 

The PuTvapctJc&a is as follows : — “ He is to have his share; — -why?— 
because when he cooks the omentum, — in accordance with the text ‘The 
Pratiprasthatr priest cooks the omentum he performs the functions of the 
Adkmryu ; hence he should, have his share in the eating-portion.” 


SUTRA (23). 


[SiddhInta] — In beauty, he can have NO shabb, because THE ACTION 

IS DIFFERENT, AND BECAUSE THE WHOLE OF IT IS 
OFFERED AWAY. 


BM#ya. 

The Pratiprixsthatr can have no share in the eating-portion. — “ Why ? ” 
— Because at the sacrifice wherein he acts for the Adhmryu, there is no 
remnant of the substance offered ; what he does is the cooking of the omen- 
turn ; and the whole of it is offered away ; so that, thorn, being no remnant', 
what is there to be eaten ? At those sacrifices where there is a remnant, — 
that is, those in which offerings are made out of the Heart and other 
specified limbs,— this Priest does not act for the Adhvaryu ;—m a matter 
of fact, the transcendental result connected with the ommtum is entirely 
different (from that connected with the Heart; etc.), because it is connected 
with a subsidiary act ; and what the General Law indicates is that that 
priest alone becomes entitled to the eating-portion who has worked at the 
sacrifice the substance used at which is to be disposed of by that eating ; 
in fchia way the eating would come to help in the sacrifice ; if, on the other 
hand, the eating were done by a priest who has done work other than any 
Connected with the sacrifice, as he would have rendered no service* his eating 
would not help the sacrifice in any way, and hence it would he no part of it. 
It is for this reason that the General Law does not justify eating at a sacrifioa 
other than the one at which the man has worked. 


Says the Opponent — “ At the subsidiaries of the sacrifice also, the 
Pratiprasthatr does act for the Adhvaryu ; as he does the work of slicing , 
as laid down in the text— ‘ Placing it towards, the right, the Pratiprasthatr 
slices it V’ ■ 

Under the present Adhikarana, we are considering the ease in relation 
to that Veche Reeensional Text where this text (regarding the Pratiprasthatr 
doing the dicing) does not appear. [So that this does not affect the Siddhdnta 
at all]. — Or [there is another explanation] — this slicing (spoken of in the 
text) is a totally different act from that connected with the Archetype. At 
the Archetype, the actual slicing as constituting the beginning of the 
act of offering having been spoken of by the term ‘ sacrifice what is spoken 
of by the subsequent text is only the number ‘ two not the act of slicing ; in 
the text quoted by the Opponent, on the other hand, what is laid down is the 
act of slicing by tbe Pratiprasthatr, not the actual act of offering ; in fact, in 
this case the dicing that would be done would be the beginning of the act of 
offering. So that at the Archetype, when the offering is going to be done, the 
Adhmryu would naturally do the dicing, even though not actually enjoined to 
do so the slicing , in fact, has got to be done, either by the Adhvaryu himself 

or by someone else ; and as the Adhvaryu himself is close by, he does it 5 it 
does not necessarily form a ‘ function * (or ‘duty s ) of the Adhvaryu. What 
is don® as a matter of course is not what is rendered admissible by the 
Genera! Law and in the ease in question, it is only as a matter of course 
that the dicing is done either by the Adhvaryu or by someone else ; so that 
all that the text quoted does is to restrict this ‘ someone else * to the 
PmtiprmAdff only. — From all this it follows that even though doing the 
dicing, the Paiiprmth&r does not perform the * functions of the Adhvaryu ’ ; 
and hence he should not have a share in the eatings at the subsidiary sacrifices. 


Adhikarana (9) : The iext e Ajyabhagau yajati ’ lays down 

the 1 Orhamedhiya ’ as a distinct sacrifice 
- by itself. 

SUTRA (24). 

[POrvaparsa (A)] — As the Archetypal process would naturally 

COME INTO THE ECTYPE, THE DECLARATION OF IT AGAIN 
WOULD BE SUPERFLUOUS.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection, with, the Chaturmasya sacrifices, we read — ‘ Mamdbhyo g?ha- 
■medhibhyah sarvdscim dugdhe sayamodcme * [where the ‘ Grhamedhlya ’ offering 
is laid down] ; — in this connection it is declared — 1 Ajyabhagau yajati ’ 
Offers the two Ajyabhagas 

In regard to this latter, there arises the question — (a) Is this a mere 
reiteration of the two Ajyabhaga-offerings already admissible under the 
General Law ?— or (6) the General Law, as well as this text, both enjoin 
one and the same act ? — or (c) is this text meant to be purely com* 
mandatory ? — or (d) does it lay down two additional and distinct acts ?*i4 
or (e) is it meant to serve the purposes of Preclusion ? — or {/) does the 
General Law indicate the admissibility of all else, save the two Ajyabhagau 
offerings ? — or (g) does the General Law make the two Ajyabhaga-offerings only 
admissible? — or {h) does the General Law not come in at all, and the 
Orhamedhiya is an entirely distinct sacrifice by itself ? 

The PurvapaJcsa (A) is as follows : — “ At the ectype in question, the 
two Ajyabhaga-offerings connected with the archetype come in by the General 
Law itself ; hence the declaration of the same over again could serve no 
other purpose ; it could only be taken as a teaching reiterated by the Teacher 
as a friendly advice ; so that we need not trouble our minds over the question 
of the acts being distinct ; it is clearly known that it is a mere reiteration ; 
so please proceed to the consideration of some other subject. — Why so ? — 
Because the question raised is already settled ; while there may be another 
subject which is not as well known. Just as in ordinary experience, when 
people say— Bring up the Brahmanas that are there in this bouse, — IMm- 
daUa, Yajnadatta and Vignzimiira =the latter sentence is regarded as a 
mere reiteration ; similar should be the case with the text in question ”, 

SUTRA (28). 

[POrvapaksa (B)] — “ Or, the same act may be laid down by means 

OF TYItQ. TEXTS, — AS IN THE CASE OF THE ‘ AgNEYA 
Bhdsya. I 

“ If the only capacity that the text had were to reiterate what has been 
already declared, then it could not serve any other purpose. When however, 
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it has the capacity of doing something elso also, then, why cannot it be suspect- 
ed of doing this something else ? As a matter of fact, it has this capacity — 
that the text in question and the General Law conjointly declare the one 
fact that ‘ the Qrhamedhiya is to be performed in the manner of the arche- 
type,— this similarity to the archetype consisting in the fact that the two 
Ajyabhagas are to be offered \ In connection with the Archetype, it has 
been declared that * the two Ajyabhagas axe to be offered ’ ; so that in doing 
this, the man accomplishes Ms purpose by means of the archetypal sacrifice ; 
— -then again, in the text in question — ‘ Offers the two Ajyabhagas \ -the same 
method is extended to the ectype. So that the sacrifice performs its func- 
tions in such a manner as to make one and the same act spoken of by means 
of the two texts. — Just as in the case of the Agnsya; — the deity that is 
invoked with the words * agnimagna dvaha ’ is the same that is spoken of in 
the words ‘ dtmdnarmvaha ’ ; — or again, in the case of the expression ‘Here 
is the stick, — strike with the stick \ one and the same stick is spoken 
by means of the word ‘stick’ used twice; — in the same manner, the 
text ‘Offers the Ajyabhagas * lays down the offerings in connection with 
the Archetype, — and this same text appearing again in connection with 
the Ectype also lays down the same offerings, — the full sentence being 
completed by the idea that ‘the Qrhamedhiya sacrifice is to be equipped 
with these same offerings — and no distinct offering is laid down ; nor is it 
a mere reiteration of what is already admissible under the General Law.” 

StJTRA (26). 

[PObyapak^a (0)] — “But this is hot possible as the texts abe 

DISTINCT.” 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ vd ’ (‘ but ’) implies the rejection of the view just set forth. 

“ The case in question is not analogous to the Invocation of Agni. In 
the latter case, the text ‘ Agne dvaha ' has spoken of Agni the carrier ; while 
in the text ‘ Agnimdvaha Agni is spoken of as one to be carried ; so that the 
two texts do not serve the same purpose. In the case in question, on the 
other hand, the presence of the Ajyabhdga-oflie rings (at the GrhamedMya) 
is indicated by the single General Law that ‘ the Ectype is to be performed 
in the manner of the Archetype ’ ; so that the declaration over again (in 
the text in question) that ‘ the Ajyabhdga - offerings are to be offered ’ would 
be doing what has been done already ; and such a text would he meaningless 
and superfluous. Hence the conclusion should be that it is a mere reiteration. 
— * But it has been explained that a mere reiteration is superfluous — It is 
not so, we reply ; it will serve the purposes of a commendatory declaration, — 
the sense of the commendation being — ‘by doing this tKe man would be 
offering the Ajyabhagas and- thereby the sacrificial character (of the 
GfhamSdhiya) would be accomplished * 
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SUTRA '27). 

[POrvapaksa (D)] — “ It must BE IN addition *, as that would serve 

A USEFUL PURPOSE ; — IT BEING- NOT POSSIBLE FOR IT TO BE 
TAKEN EITHER (a) AS A COMMENDATORY DECLARATION, OR 
(i b ) AS DESCRIBING AN ACCESSORY DETAIL, OR (c) AS 
A MODIFICATION BASED UPON DIRECT DECLARA- 
TION, — IT COULD SERVE A USEFUL PURPOSE 
ONLY WHEN TAKEN AS LAYING DOWN 
DISTINCT FRESH ACTS. 

Bhdsya. 

“Or, the text may be taken as laying down two distinct additional 
acts, — not as a mere reiteration to the effect that ‘the said Ajyabhaga* 
offerings must be made * ; in fact, it should be taken as actually enjoining the 
two sacrifices as to be performed, — ‘Why ? Because a mere reiteration 

is useless ; specially as, the two texts being different, they cannot be taken 
as speaking of one and the same act. 

Question — * Why cannot ‘ the text be taken (a) as a commendatory 
declaration, or (6) as a description of accessory details, or (c) as laying 
down a modification ? ’ 

“ Answer — (a) For the simple reason that the words express no com- 
mendation, the text cannot be taken as a commendatory declaration,— 
■*' There is the term for the 'purpose of accomplishing its sacrificial character , 
which expresses commendation \ — -Answer — When a certain thing has 
been enjoined by one sentence, it has no need for a commendation that is 
expressed by another sentence. Hence the text should be taken as laying 
down a distinct sacrifice, not as a commendatory declaration.—* But there is 
no distinct sacrifice named Ajydbhdga — Answer — It can be a sacrifice 
having the Ajydbhdga for its accessory. — (6) Nor does the text contain any 
description of accessory details (of the previously -enjoined sacrifice), as 
there is in the sentence ‘ One offers the Ajydbhdgas equipped with water 
(‘ apsumantdvdjyabhdgau yajati ’). — Nor is there any other way of interpret- 
ing the text ; as there is in the case of the text ' One should not offer any 
oblations before this *, where, in supersession of this prohibition, there is the 
other text * The oblation that one offers before this which deprecates the 
said offering, and then goes on to add * Pours the offering with the Sruva \ 

“Such being the circumstances, the text would be serving a useful 
purpose only when explained as before. Hence it must be taken as laying 
down distinct offerings, as in this case it would be laying down something 
new ; otherwise it would not supply any fresh information at all.” 

* But what is there to indicate that the act laid down is a distinct one ? ’ 

“ What indicates it is the reason that ‘ the repeated mention of one 
and the same act would be useless, as it would supply no particular 
information \ — as explained under Sutra 2. 2, 2. 

■ “ For all these reasons we conclude that the text in question lays down 
two- distinct sacrifices named ‘ Ajyabhaga in addition to the principal 
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sacrifice (of the context), — these distinct sacrifices being hitherto unknown 
and made known here for the firs! J ‘me. ’ 

SUTRA (28). 

[PffRVAPAKSA (E)] — It MIGHT BE URGED THAT “ THE TEXT MAY BE 
TAKEN AS NEGATIVING (OTHERS) *\ 

Bhdsya. 

“ You think that the text contains the injunction of a distinct act ; 
but that is not possible ; when the name ‘ ajyabhaga 5 is actually mentioned, 
the action spoken of cannot be understood to be any other than the 
Ajyabhaga itself. If the distinct act were taken as one having the Ajyabhaga 
for its accessory, then this would involve the necessity of taking the term ‘ ajya- 
bhaga * in a figurative sense ; and no significance would attach to the special 
name * ajyabhaga \ Hence the text cannot be taken as laying down distinct 
acts. It may however be taken as negativing other acts, by ‘ preclusion ’ ; 
just as in the case of the text — * Five five-nailed animals are fit for eating ’, — 
the mention of the five animals, Hare [Porcupine, Alligator, Tortoise, and 
Rhinoceros] is taken as meaning the negation (prohibition) of the ‘ eating of 
others ’ : — similarly in the case in question also, the mention of the Ajyabhaga- 
ojferings will mean the preclusion of the other accessory details”. 

SUTRA (29). 

[Refutation of Purvapaksa (E) by Purvapak§in (D)] — “ This is not 
POSSIBLE; AS IT IS NOT SPOKEN OP**. 

• Bhdsya. 

“ As a matter of fact, we do not find, in the text, any negativing word, 
nor the mention of 'any other accessory details ; and no authority can attach 
to any such meaning of a sentence as is not expressed by its constituent 
words ; because it is only the meaning of the component words that is the 
basis of the meaning of the sentence j and the latter can have no existence 
apart from the former. This is what has been made clear under Sutra 1. I. 25. 
Hence the text cannot be taken as preclusive } specially as Preclarion is 
always open to three objections : — (I) the acceptance of what is not expressed 
by the words, (2) the assumption of the meanings of other words* and (3) 
the rejection of what is actually expressed by the words. — From all this, ft 
follows that it is best to take the text as laying down distinct acts”. 

SUTRA (30). 

[P0BVAPAK$A (F)] — It MIGHT BE URGED THAT “THE iljYABlliGAS ARE 
NOT TAKEN IN [BY THE GENERAL Law] *\ 

BM$ya. 

“ If you think that the text contains the injunction of distinct acts, — then 
the incongruity involved in that view beta been already pointed out ; and that 
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is enough to discount it. — What then should be the explanation ? — Well, the 
AfycMuga offerings have been mentioned (in the text) by their very nur nan 
(as doming into the Qfhamedhiya), while the other accessories come into it 
only under the General law ; when it is found that the Ajyabhdga offerings 
come in directly through their own names, the General law can indicate 
nothing regarding their admissibility into the G-rhamedJuya, and it will only 
indicate the admissibility of the other accessory details which have not been 
taken in by any other means. — ‘ What will be the advantage in taking the 
text thus ? ’—The advantage will be as follows (a) It will not be necessary 
to assume that the text and the General Law function jointly;— (6) it will 
not be necessary to admit of a commendation by a distinct text (the one in 
question) of "what has come in by virtue of the General Law;— (c) when 
precisely the same name is used, it will not be necessary to take the re- 
mention of the name as. laying down distinct acts ; just as, when it has been 
assarted that ‘ Devadatta stands here ’, it is not said again ‘ he stands wMle 
standing’ ; all that it is understood to mean is that the person is named 
* Devadatta * ;— and {d) lastly, it will not be necessary to assume Preclusion, 
which is beset with three objections. — -Hence we conclude that the text 
serves to take in the Ajyabhdga -offerings (as coming into the OrhamMbiya), 
which are not taken in by the General Law ”, 

Says the Opponent — - Why have recourse to this elaborate process ? 
If the Ajyahhaga-oReTinga had not been taken in by a direct text, the 
General Law would certainly have been able to take them in ; when they 
are already laid down by a direct text, what is the need for the elaborate 
assumption that .they are not taken in by the General Law ? ’ 

“ Answer — There is certainly no good reason for having recourse to the 
elaborate assumption ; but what is done by an elaborate process cannot be 
regarded as not done ; an elaborate process is eertainly open to objection ; 
but even though the objection may be there, the General Law cannot take 
in the Afyabhdga-oS&r ings. If a man goes to a village through tee pasture- 
land, he eertainly incurs the inconveniences of passing through the pasture- 
land ; but it is not that he does not reach the village. Hence we conclude 
that the Ajya^ihdga-oQervaga, not being taken in by the General Law, are 
taken in by the text in question.” 

SUTKA (31). 

[Refutation of Purmpaksa (JF)] — “ Tms cannot be ; because oe 

EQUALITY.” 

" BM$ya. - 

“ What has been urged above is not possible. If the General Law 
were to deal with each of the Archetypal accessories separately in detail, 
then it might be that it would not deal with the Ajya blidga -offerings on the 
ground of their being already taken in by the direct text, and would deal 
with and take in the other accessories ; — as a matter of fact, however, the 
General Law does not deal with the accessories separately ; all that it deals 
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with is the transcendental result connected with the Archetype, — its indica- 
tion being that ‘ the result is brought about by this, the Ectype, in the same 
rnannw as by that, the Archetype 5 ; and this being the form' of the indication, 
the Ajyabhdga- offerings also become included in this. Under the circum- 
stances, it comes to this that the text laying down the Ajydbhaga-oftermgs, 
does what has been already done (by the General Law) and hence becomes 
superfluous. — Thus then, the Ajyabhdga-o&er'mgs being equal to (standing on 
the same footing as) the other accessories, the text cannot be taken as taking 
in the Ajyabhaga-o&eringa which have not been taken in by the General 
Law,” 

SUTRA (32). 

[P0bvapak§a (Gr), and its refutation ] — Thebe would be the same 

OBJECTION AGAINST THE AjYABHJGAS ALONE BEING TAKEN IN 

(under the General Law). 

Bhamja. 

The following view may bo put forward (as Purvapakqa ((?)] — “ What 
the General Law indicates is the Ajyabhdga -offerings only , as constituting 
the Qrha-mMhiya sacrifice, when performed in the manner of the Archetype ; 
the question having arisen as to how the Ajyabhaga-ofterhxgs are to be made, 
-—the answer is that * it is in such and such a manner (as at the Archetype).* 
Just as in the case of the text ‘There are seventeen Sdmidhenis at the 
Adhvarakalpas \ the number * seventeen * does not find place in any other 
sacrifice ; — or, in the case of the sentence ‘ Bring the Shimshapd tree no 
other tree is brought up, and the Shimshapa alone is understood to be spoken 
of by means of the term ‘tree’; — similarly in the case in question, the 
Ajfpibfidga-ofierm.^ alone should be understood to be taken in by the 
General 'law”. 

Our answer to this is as follows : — There would be the same objection 
against the Ajyabhagas (done being taken In under dm General Law ; — the 
idea that the Ajyabhctgm alone are taken in is equal to (open to the same 
objections as) the idea that they are not taken in ; as for the other accessories, 
their non-inclusion (under the General Law) might be possible if the General 
Law dealt with the accessories separately; but no such non-inclusion is 
possible when all that the General law indicates is the fulfilment of the 
archetypal transcendental result (as explained above). 

StJTRA (33), 

[SlDDHiNTA] — T he TEXT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS SHOWING DISTENT 
NESS, AS THE INCLUSION SERVES A USEFUL PURPOSE. 

' , ; ‘ , Bbta§ya. , , : , 

From all the above it follows that the GrhamMhiya is a distinct sacrifice 
npt laid down elsewhere. — “ ’Why ? ” — Because the inclusion serves a useful 





Adhdobana (10) : The ‘ Svistakrt * and other rites are to 

be performed at the Grhamedhiya. 

SUTRA (34). 

From among those also, that would come in which is 

SPECIALLY MENTIONED. 

Bhdsya. 

The GrhamSdhiya is again the subject-matter of discussion. In regard 
to this, we have seen that, having all its needs fulfilled by the Ajyabhdga- 
offerings, it does not take in any other accessories {from the Archetype). — 
What- is to be considered is — is this absolute! y so that it does not take in 
any other accessories at all t 

Such being the notion (derived from the preceding Adhikarmm), the 
SiddhaMa is set forth in the Sutra — From among those aim , that would come 
in which is speomQy mentioned. What has been said regarding the Orha- 
medh&ya nqt taking in any accessories, is true of cases where no specific 
mention is made ; in the case in question, we do find a specific mention of 
certain accessories, — e.g. of the Ajyahkuga-o\l&\ sigg [and these do come in) ; 
— similarly whenever an accessory is specifically mentioned by a direct 
declaration, and such specific mention is found by us, we conclude that that 
should come in which is so specifically mentioned ; e.g. such accessories as 
are mentioned in the texts, * AgnayE mmavadymii \ 4 Iddmupahvayati 


Adkikarana (11) : [A Hypothetical Discussion]. At the 

6 QrJmmMhvya '‘ there is no Eating by the 4 Prd- 
shitra ’ and other Priests. 

SUTRA (35). 

The mention of the * Svistakrt ’ should be taken as precluding 
the Eating —because the conditions are the same. 



There is the Qfhamedhlya sacrifice ; in regard to which we have under - 
stood that it is. a distinct sacrifice by itself.— In connection with this sacrifice, 
it is declared that ‘ One makes an offering to Agni-Svist-akrt \ 

In regal'd to this, there arises the question— Does, or does not, the specific 
mention of the ‘ Sm?takrt V only preclude all other details relating to 
Remnants as also the Ealing ? 

Objection (to the question) — In as much as the Qrhamedhiya is a 
distinct sacrifice by itself, there can be no Eating of Remnants at it [as such 
Eating could come in from the Archetype only by virtue of the General Law] ”, 
\Amumr — This discussion is a hypothetical one, on the assumption (taken 
for granted for argument’s sake) that the Qfhamedtiiya is not a distinct sacrifice 
[it is based entirely upon an Archetype]. — In fact, what wo are considering is 
the purpose served by the preceding Adhikarana That is, if there were 
preclusion, by the text in question, of the other details relating to the Eatings 
of Remnants, then the Ajyabhdga - offerings would preclude only the sacrificial 
offerings, nothing else. Hence it becomes necessary to find out if the specific 
mention of the 8vi§takrt precludes, or not, the Eatings of Remnants. 

The apparent answer to the question raised is that when the Svistakrt 
has been specifically mentioned, then the Eatings of Remnants do become 
precluded. — Why ? — Because the conditions are the same ; — the conditions 
relating to the Svistakrt -offering and the Eatings are similar, — both serving 
the purpose of embellishing the Remnants ; [and as such both should be 
absent at, the Ch-hamedMya}; but of these, the Sv iqtakrt - offer h ig has been 
specifically mentioned (as to be offered at the sacrifice) ; — hence this one 
embellbtunent only of the Remnants should be there, not any others ; and 
hence the Eatings become precluded. 

SUTRA (30). 

{Purmpalcsin% argument against Siddhanla ] — “ In fact, there can be 

NO PRECLUSION, — BECAUSE IT M ACTUALLY SEEN MENTIONED 
IN CONNECTION WITH THE IdA.” 

Bhasya. 

u Just as, on the specific mention, of t he SrUnakrt, and on the other 
details relating to remnants not being found so mentioned, if is understood 
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that there should be no Eating, — exactly in the same manner, on seeing 
that the Eating is actually mentioned, it should be understood that the Eating 
should be there. When there is a conflict between Mention (Assertion) and 
non-Mmtion (Non-assertion), greater authority attaches to the Mention (Asser- 
tion). — ‘ Where is the Eating found mentioned ? ’ — In the text * Iddmupahm - 
yati Y where ‘ Upahvdna ’ stands for permission ; and this is possible only when, 
there is to be Eating, not when there is no Easing. — -Hence there can be no 
preclusion of the Eating” 

SUTRA (37). 

[Objection ansvSered by Siddhdntin] — As a matter of fact, there must 

BE PRECLUSION ; BECAUSE PE IS FOUND TO BE PRECLUDED BY 

an Injunction. 

Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact, there must be preclusion ; when conditions are equal, 
what is inferred (merely indicated by the General Law) is set aside by what 
is directly laid down. 

As for the c seeing ’ that has been cited, it must pertain to that Eating 
which is preceded (sanctioned) by Injunction. The declaration is in the 
following form — c Atha idamSvavadyati, na 'prdshilramujmhuya prdshnanli ’ 
I 1 He slices the l$d ; they do not obtain the Prashitra’s permission before 
they eat ’] — [where it is clear that there is no Eating by the Praskitra]. 

It is not necessary for us to find out and explain the purpose .of the 
present Adhikarana, which is purely hypothetical. In fact, it only shows 
the purpose that is served by the preceding Adhikarana. ; and the purpose 
of this purpose need not be explained. What is to be actually don© has 
been already explained in the previous Adhikarana. 



Adhik arana (12): The ‘ Prdyaniya 5 and the ‘ Atithyd 5 

should end respectively with the 4 Shamyu * and 
the 1 Ida \ 

SUTRA (38). 

[PC bvapaks a}— “ In the matter of ending with the ‘ Shamyu *"■ 

AND THE ‘iDl ’, THERE SHOULD BE OFTION ; AS OTHERWISE, 

THE PROHIBITION OF THE ‘ PaTNYANUYAJA * WOULD 
BE MEANINGLESS”. 

Bh&$ya. 

In connection, with the Jyotiftoma, we read — (a) * Shamyvanla prdyaniya 
mntisfhate, na painlk samydjayanti V [* The Prdyamyd becomes complete 
when ending with the Shamyu; — they do not make the wives offer the 
sacrifice ’] ; — {&) ‘ Ifjdntd atithyd mntiqthate, nanuydjau yajanti ’ [‘ The Atithyd 
becomes complete when ending with the Ijd they do not perform the 
Anuydjas ’]. 

- In regard to this, there arises the question, — (b) Is it meant that the 
Prdyamyd may be regarded as complete, either with all the Terminuses duly 
performed, or with the Shamyu only ? Or that it must always end with the 
Shamyu ? — {b) Similarly, may the Atithyd be regarded as complete either 
with all the Terminuses duly performed, or with the Ida only? — Or 
must it always end with the I4d ? 

The Purvapakm is as follows: — “In the matter of ending with the 
Shamyu and the I<px, there should be option ; — why beoaxise there is 

prohibition of Patnyanuydja. — There is the clear declaration to the effect 
that ‘the Prayaajiya becomes complete when ending with the ■ Shamyu' ; 
then there is the other declaration to the effect that ‘ they do not make 
the wives offer the sacrifice \ If the Prayaipyd must always end with the 
Shamyu, then the prohibition of the Patnyanuydja would he meaninylesa, 
lienee this prohibition of the Patnyanuydja should be taken m laying down 
the completing of all the TorminuBC«.-~~How so ? — At the Prdyamyd, they 
do not perform the Patnimmydja alone, and nothing else j -' -atmilariy at the 
Atithyd, they do. not perform the Anuydjm alone, and nothing else. Hence 
the two (prohibitive) texts should be taken as distinct sentences precluding 
those details that should not -be performed- [Hence, the performance 
where these details are omitted forms one option; and that in which they 
»re not omitted forms another option] 5> . 
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SOTRA (39). 

[Siddhanta] — In beauty, it is oney a description of the existing 

STATE OF THINGS ; AS TE& ACT IS NOT WHAT IS ENJOINED 
BY THE TEXT. 

Bhasya. 

It is not right that there should be option ; in fact, there is only one 
alternative, that it should end with the Skamyu ; as there is a specific declara- 
tion to that effect, there can be no second alternative ; there is no declaration 
of any such other alternative. The prohibition of the Patnyanuydja cannot be 
taken as laying down the completion of all the Terminuses ; it is, in fact, 
only the description of an existing state of things ; it describes things as 
they exist ; just like the statement that ‘ Fire is not to be installed in the 
sky or in heaven Thus the two sentences — ‘ The Prayamya becomes 
complete with the Skamyu ’ and ‘ They do nob make the wives offer the 
sacrifices ’ — are to he construed and Syntactically Connected with one 
another.— Similarly also with the two sentences — ‘The Atitfiyd becomes 
complete with the Ida % and 4 They do not offer the Armya jm ’.-—The purpose 
served by the description is that the course of action laid down becomes 
eulogised with very little effort. 

“ There is the prohibitive text, which may be taken as laying. down the 
completion, of all the terminuses.” 

This would involve an assumption for which there is no justification 
in the Veda ; and such an assumption would be as wrong as- the' abandoning ' 
and ignoring of what has been actually laid down in the Veda. 

From all tins it follows that the Prdyaniyd must end with the Skamyu 
and the Atiihyd must end with the Ida. 



Adhikaraka (13): The ‘ Prayamya ’ should end with the 

first 4 Shamyu ? ; and the , 4 Atithyd ’ should end with, 
the first ‘ Ida \ 

SUTKA (40). 

[P0rvafak?a] — “ By reason . of the effectiveness of the Prohibi- 
tive TEXT, THE PROHIBITION SHOULD PERTAIN TO WHAT 
COMES AFTER THE SECOND.” 

Bhnsya. 

. The same tests form the subject-matter of the present Adhikarmm— 
(a) 1 ShamvatOd prdyaniya mMiqthate, — m patnih mmyajayanli ’ [‘ The Pr&ya- 
becomes complete, ending with .Shamyu. they do not make, the wives' 
offer, sacrifices *] ;— {&) ‘ Idantd mithyd mnii^ie t -^mdnuy&jdm yafidi ' [‘ The 
Itiihyd . beeomee- complete, ending with they do not offer the 

Anuydjas ’]• — There are .two Shamyus and two !$&?.-- The question, that 
arises i®—~ {<*) When 'the Prdyaniyd ‘ ends with Shamyu', does it end with the 
fir# Shamyu -or with the second ?-^imiIarly, when the Itithyd ‘ends 
with 14 & \ does it end with the first J4&, or. with the second ? 

The apparent conclusion is that the sacrifices should end with the first 
Shorn tyu and tin* first ld& ’ why because when one finishes the sacrifices 

with the first Shamyu and the first I4d, he duly obeys the injunction of the 
.Feda (that the sacrifice should ‘end with Shamyu' or ‘end with I$2J ; 
and when once the Vodic injunction has been duly obeyed, why should one 
perfomi. any .subsequent detail# ? 

Against this, tliere is the following view {Purmpak^a (A )] — “ When 
' one fiafrW the ; sacrifices with the ' second Shamyu and ' the second ldd„ 
than also he obeys the Vedic injunction. Such being the case, if one were 
always to end with the first ones [never adopting the other course of ending 
with the second ones], it would mean that he does not quite comprehend 
the naming of the text ; in fact, we shall be rightly comprehending the 
meaning of the text if we take it as declaring that the ending could also be 
done with the second Shamyu and the second I $&. — Thus them, if one finishes 
the sacrifices with both Shamyus and both 106, he derives great benefit 
Hence we conclude that there should be no restriction,— the finishing may be 
done with the first or with the second 

As against all this, we have the following view [Punapak^ (»)] 

“The ending should be with the second Shamyu and the second IM,- 
why ? — because of the, effectiveness of the prohibitive- text; ie. it tft only in 
that case that Hi© Prohibition of the Patni-wmyaja or e* the Anuydfa could 
have any sense ; if the ending of the Pr&ymwyd were not done with the 
second Shamyu, there would be no likelihood of the Pcdnisamyaja being per- 
formed; similarly, if the ending of the Atithyd were done with the second 
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Ida, there would be no likelihood of the Anuyajas being performed ; [so that 
in this case the prohibitive texts would be prohibiting what is not possible ; 
hence they would be meaningless] ; from this it follows that the sacrifices., 
should be finished with the second Shamyu and the second Ida. — Objection — ' It 
has been already explained that the prohibitive text contains only a descrip- 
tion of the existing state of things.’ — Ansvmr— -Such interpretation of the 
texts is not justifiable, so long as there is any other way of taking them; 
hence the. ending would never be done with the .first. Shamyu or the first Ida. 
-Objection—- What you urge in the shape of the prohibitive text is a mere 
indication ; a mere indicative however proves nothing ; you should point to 
some reason \ — Answer — The reason is as follows -So long as there is no 
specification, any detailed performance that ends with -the Shamy u should be 
regarded as ‘ ending with Shamyu' j, Similarly' with the. teym ‘ending with 
that the injunctions lay down is. that the detailed performance 
should ‘ end with Shamyu or ‘ with Lid, * ; — when such is tlie injunction, 
it precludes all other details {besides the Sfaimyu ov the Lid). — ‘How 
When the dot ailed performance has been laid down as ending with t ile 
Shamyu,' or with the Ida, — and the performance is actually done iri this 
manner, there is no need' for. the other details ;— when not needed, they 
cannot be taken, as connected with the performances ^--consequently, it follows 
that there is no likelihood, of their being adopted. — Object ion — ‘If such be 
the. case, then the ending with the first Shamyu, or with the first !<$&,. accom- 
plishes nothing more (than what would bo accomplished by the ending: with ' 
the second) \~~Amtoer — There .is no force in this objection'; u sentence need 
not be taken as serving a distinct purpose simply with a view to save it 
from, being useless ; it is enough that the sentence lays down the ending with 
the second. — From all this it follows that the sacrifices should end with the 
second Shamyu and the second hid.’' 

StJTIiA (41). 

[SlDDHlNTA'J— IN AS MUCH AS THE FIRST ONE BECOMES ADMISSIBLE 
(FIRST), ON THE BASIS OF DIRECT DECLARATION, THERE 
. Y . . SHOULD BE REJECTION {OF THE SECOND), 

... Bha$ya. 

It is not right that the sacrifices should end with the second Shamyu, 
■or with the second Irld ; tliey should, in fact, end with the first ones. — Why l — 
— The text does; not enjoin the detailed performance ending with the 
Shamyu, or that ending with the 14a , ; all that is enjoined is the ending 
of the sacrifices, — the seruw being that * the sacrifice should end with the 
Shamyu , or with the IdtL * ; that is, when the performance lms begun, it 
should end with the Shamyu, or with the l(ld ; it does not moan that the 
performance should, begin ; a performance is spoken of as ‘ ending ’ only 
when the performers have been there actually going on with it ; — so that 
there being nothing to show with What — the first or the seoond ones, — the 
performance should begin, -the pferfommnee could not begin either with the 


2007 


ADHYlYA X, PADA VII, ADHIKARA N A (13). 

first ones or with, the second, ones as for the ‘ending’ that has been 
enjoined, it becomes accomplished as soon as one has got at the first Shamyu, 
or the first Ida— [so that there can be ho need for proceeding any further to 
the second ones].— As for the prohibition, it has been already explained as 

being a description of the existing state of things. 

SUTRA (42). 

I n AS MUCH AS the prohibitive text SPEAKS of ‘ HURItY \ rr CANNOT 
HAVE ROOM ANYWHERE ELSE. 

Bhasya. 

For the following reason also the performance should not proceed after 
tho first Shamyu or the first Ida.— 1 “ For what reason ? The prohibitive 

text quoted is found to be accompanied by f hurry — »“ How so ? The 

passages in question stand thus— (A) ‘ The Derns and the A suras approached 
Truth ; the Bems got half of the Truth, and the Asuras got the other half ; 
the Truth, being expounded by the Asuras , went over to the Derns ; they 
offered the Prdyamya sacrifice, it ended with Shamyu ; the Afros’ came 
to the sacrifice; hence they value hurry in the matter of sacrificial per- 
formances and make it end with Shamyu'; — (B)— ‘ They performed tho 
Itithya, which ended with the Ida ; then the Asuras came to the sacrifice; 
hence they value hurry at the performance and make it end with Ids 
When people are in ‘hurry’, they adopt what comes first, and do not wait 
for what comes later. Thus there can be no other room for the Prohibition j 
from which it follows that the performance should not be proceeded with 
after the first Shamyu or the first Ids. 


Adhikabana (14) : The text ‘ Sadupasada upasddyante * 

lays down distinct 4 Upasads \ 

SUTRA (43). 

( POaVAPAKSA (A)]— “ I» BEGAKD TO THE UPASADS WHAT HAS BEEN 
SPECIFIED SHOULD NOT BE PEaFOBMEB.” 

Bkdsya. 

. There is the Jyotis{,mrui mcriiice, in eoimmUon with which we read™ 

‘ $a4upma<kt upasadyante *• The six Upasads are performed *] ; in reference 
to these Upasads, it has been declam! that ‘They are without the Pmydjas 
and without the Anuydjas \ 

In regard to these texts, there arises the following question — Does. the' 
text mean that (a) that much of the Upasads should be omitted as has .been 
prohibited (by the text), and. the rest of. it all should bo performed' ?—•* or 
that (6) that much should be done as is enjoined by the text in question, and 
all the rest omitted or that (c) the Upasads herein laid down. are entirely 
different act8 

The Purvapah§a (A) is as follows “ In regard .to' '-the' Upasads, what 
has been specified shottld not be performed ; the text ‘ without Pmydjas , and 
without Awuydjas' has its purpose served by prohibiting the.. Pmydjas 'and 
the Anuydjas, and hence it does not preclude all the rest of the original 
Upasads, which come in under the General Law ; and hence all the original 
Upasads should be performed without any distinction leave that the, Pmydjas 
and the Anuydjas are to be omitted].” 

SUTRA (44). 

[PObvapaksa , . (R)] — ** By - the specification of the paetichlab 

• AdOliSOBY DETAIL RELATING TO THE. * SbUVA \ ALL. THE' BEST 
SHOULD BE .TABES'; AS PBECLUDED.” 

Bhmya. 

“ It is not. right that, leaving aside the Pmydjas and th© Anuyajas that 
have been prohibited by the text in question, all the rest of th© original 
Upasads should be performed ; — in fact, that much alone should be done 
as has been enjoined in the text (‘Pour the AgMm -oblations with the 
Sruva ’) ; what the text enjoins is, the ‘ Pouring of the Ap^am-oblations with 
the Sruva %■— this offering, thus enjoined, precludes everything else ; the 
‘ offering of the Aghara-oblations with the Sruva * herein laid down is exactly 
the same as the original offering ; and hence when th© same is reiterated 
without the addition of any th© least d&tail in the text in question* it means 
that all th© rest becomes precluded-” 
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ADHYAYA X, PlDA VH, ADB3KARANA (14). 

SUTRA (45). 

[Refutation of Purvapaksa (B) by Purvapaksin (A)] — “ In pact, nothing 

IS PROHIBITED ; AS IT IS A COUNTER-EXCEPTION POLL OWING 
UPON A PROHIBITION.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ It is not right that that alone should be done which is enjoined in the 
text, nothing else should be done ; in fact, everything should be 
done, except what has been prohibited. What has been declared is that 
* they are to be without Prayajas and without Anuydjas ’ ; this text, having 
prohibited these Prayajas and Anuydjas, has its purpose entirely served, and 
hence it cannot preclude anything else. — The opponent has urged that * the 
offering of the oblation with the Sruva has been enjoined without any qualifica- 
tions \ — But this is a mere counter-exception, and it does not preclude 
anything. The full passage stands thus : ‘ One should not pour any oblation 
beforehand; if one offers an oblation beforehand, he should make another 
mouth ; he should pour the Aghdra oblation with the Sruva ’ ; what this means 
is that ‘one should not pour any oblation beforehand — ie. before the 
archetypal libations’; these libations, beginning with the Aghdra, are the 
mouth of all sacrifices ; if therefore one should offer any such offering relating 
to the Upasads as the Agni and the rest, he should make another mouth 
for it; — he should pour the JyTiura-oblation with the Sruva — Hence 
we find that, having referred to the possibility of the offering of all the 
oblations save the Aghdra and the rest, the last sentence sets forth the counter- 
exception and reiterates that the Aghara-oblation must he offered ; the mean- 
ing being that ‘ he does nothing else, except the offering of the Aghdra, 
and it is not that he does not offer the Aghdra ’.-—Thus we find that there 
is no preclusion of anything ; so that, with the sole exception of what has 
been prohibited, everything else should he done.” 

SUTRA (46). 

[SjddhAnta]— In pact, there is no performance op the rest op the 

SACRIFICE ; AS THE PRINCIPAL DEITY IB ONE TO WHOM NO 
OFFERING IS TO BE MADE. 

Bha§ya. 

In fact, the Upasads laid down in the text in question The six Upasads 
should be performed ’] are entirely distinct acts ; so that there is to be no 
performance of the rest of the Archetypal Upasads ; and all that the second 
sentence — ‘ They are without Prayajas and without Anuydjas ’—does is 
to describe the existing state of things. — There is the following passage 
which lays down that the principal deity is one *o whom no offering is to be 
made, and then goes on to lay down other important duties : — * One should not 
offer any oblations before the one to Agni, Agni being the mouth I $— having 







Abbikarama (15) : The text i V amnenmlMlmpdlerm,, dc* 
lays down a distinct 4 Avabhrtha \ 

SUTRA (47). 

[PtfRVAPAX§A (A)}— " Ik CONNECTION WITH THE * AVABHft-mA tot 
‘ GRASS 5 HAVING BEEN FORBIDDEN, ALL TOE BEST OF 
THE BITE SHOTTLD BE PERFORMED.” 

Bhdsya, 

In connection with the Jyotistoma, there is the Avabhrtha-nte, laid down 
in. the text—' Vamtyemikakapcden&vcbhrilmnabhyavayanti 5 [‘ They proceed 
to the Ambhrtha by offering to Varum, the cake baked upon one pan*]; 
in oonnection with this Avabhrtha, there is a declaration to the ©Sect that 
* He offers the Praydjas without Kusha-gr&ss ; he offers the Anuyujas without 
Kusha grass \ 

In regard. to this, there arises the question — At the Ambhriha herein 
laid down — (a) is every detail to be done in the same manner as at the original 
Ambhriha of the Jyotistoma, — with the solo exception that Kmha-grm$, which 
has been prohibited, should not be used f — Or { b ) does the text preclude 
all other details of the original Ambhrtha, with the exception of the two 
Afytabhdgm l — Or (c) is this Ambhriha entirely distinct (from the original 
Avabhrtha) ? 

The Pumapahga (A) is as follows : — •“ Saving the use of the Kusha- 
grass, <M the rest of the Bite should be performed. — Why ?• — Because the Kmha- 
grass has been prohibited ; the text ‘He performs the Anuy&jm without 
Kmha-gmm’ has its purposes served by prohibiting the use of Kmha-gmsB ; 
and as such, it cannot exclude anything else coming in by virtue of the 
Cfeftwal Law 1 ; and all the rest of the. Bite .should be performed. — It might 
be argued that ‘ there is the declaration to the effect that one offers the two 
AfyabhSgas, which serve to preclude all the rest of the Rite \ — But, as a 
matter of fact, the said declaration of the Ajyabhdga-ofiermga has been taken 
to be for the purpose of laying down an additional accessory detail by the 
text 4 Apmmutnt&odfyabhdgau V* 

SUTRA (48). 

{PtlBVAPAEDjA (B)3 — “ Inasmuch as an accessory detail of tot &jya* 

BHlGAS HAS BEEN LAID DOWN, THERE SHOULD BE PRECLUSION 
OF EVERYTHING ELSE.’* 

JBhdfya. 

"It is not right that the rest of the Rite should be performed m a 
matter of feet, there should be preclusion of everything etm.~~Why ?— Because 
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SHABABA-BHlSYA : 


the Ajyabhdgas have been spoken of in the text * ApaumaniavajyabJiagau \ — 

* It has been already pointed out that this text is for the purpose of laying 
down the additional detail in the shape of apmmat \ — That is not possible, 
we repty. The presence of the apmmat is already indicated by the indicative 
text and by the order of sequence, in connection with the following passage — 

* Apsvagne sadhiqtava, apm me somobravtt ’ ; through the presence of these 
two mantras, the Ajyabhdgas are already equipped with ‘ apm ’ ; and as this 
text speaks of no accessory details, it should be taken as preclusive of all 
other accessory details. — As regards the text, ‘He offers the Prayajas 
Without Kusha-grass, he offers the Anuydjas without Kusha-grass — this 
would be taken as laying down the Prayajas and Anuydjas previously pre- 
cluded by the other text. Hence there should be preclusion of the other 
accessory details.” 

StJTRA (49). 

[Refutation of Purmpah§a (B) by Purvapakgin (A)] — “ But inasmuch 

AS THE PROHIBITION IS OP ONLY A PAST OP THE RrAYAJAS, 3T 
CANNOT BE A SUPPLEMENTARY SENTENCE ; HENCE IT 
SHOULD BE TAKEN AS A DESCBLPTION OP THE 
EXISTING STATE OP THINGS.” 

Bhd§ya. 

The term ‘ tu ’ (‘ but ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth above. 

“It is not right that there should be preclusion ; as it has been already 
explained that preclusion is always beset with three incongruities. — Further, 
the words ‘ He offers the Prayajas without Kusha * cannot be treated as a 
‘ supplementary sentence ’. If the sentence is taken as containing the 
injunction of the offering of Prayajas (‘ Praydjdn yajati ’), then it should he 
, possible to perform the Prayajas with Kmha also ; and in that ease the term 
‘ apavarhiqah % * without Kusha would he inconsistent. On the other 
hand, if the sentence is taken as containing only the prohibition of Kusha, 
then there would be no injunction of the performance of the Prayajas ;~~ 
and in that case, the said prohibition would be meaningless. — If, then, the 
sentence were taken as predicating both (the injunction of the x -formanee 
oi Prayajas, as also the prohibition of Kusha), — this would involve syntactical 
Split* Hor can the sentence he taken as merely supplementary ; as it is a 
Single sentence, ----From all this it follows that there cannot be preclusion of 
the rest of the Bite.” 

StJTRA (50). 

[SiddblSnta] — The mention op the * AjyabhSgas * should be taken 

AS THE DESCRIPTION OP AN EXISTING STATE OP THINGS,— AS IN 
THE CASE OP THE 4 GbHAMSDHIYA \ 

Bha$ya, 

In fact, the Avahhfiha in question is a distinct act ; it should be treated 
in the same manner as the Ofhamedhiya above (under Su. 10. 7. 24 et. seq.); 
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Adhikaba^a (16) : At the ‘ Vajapeya ’ and other sacrifices, 
the Post should always he of ‘ Khadira 5 wood. 

SUTRA (51). 

Wh® MfcQM AMONG SEVERAL METE AIJLY INCOMPATIBLE THINGS, ONE IS 
SPECIALLY MENTIONED,' THERE SHOULD BE RESTRICTION ; AS 
... THUS ALONE DOES THE MENTION SERVE A USEFUL PURPOSE ; 
SPECIALLY BECAUSE THE. PARTICULAR THING. HAS : 

BEEN SPECIFIED BY ..THE VEDIG TEXTS ;--r JUST' . 

AS IN. .THE . CASE OF ‘ REEDS *, . 


Bhasya. 


, There is the Vajapeya sacrifice, ' laid ■ down in the text -— ‘■Skamdi mija- 
p&yerm mMrdjymhdmo yajita ’ [‘ Dosirihg -sovereignty,' one should perform . 
the Vdjap&ya sacrifice during the '.autumn- ’■] ; — in connection' ' with . this 
^sacrifice, ..we read — ‘ The Post shall he of Khadira wood’.' 

(A) In regard to this, there arises the . question-— pan the Post at , the , 
V&japtya be made of any of the three kinds of wood, Khadira, PaMsha,. and 
MaMtaka {which are the three laid down as optional alternatives in connection 
with- the Jyotitfoma, which is tho archetype of ihB Vdjapiya) 1 — Or must 
it b© of Khadiru~wood only J 

.. (B) Similarly, in another wnjiection. we readr-- 1 . Brio# .is the Soman 
■used* and in regard to tins, there arises tho question- — -May the S'aman 
used, be either Bfha$ or Baikantara ? Or must it bo Brim only *1 

{0) Similarly, in connection with the TraidhMmyd, we read— -‘The 
'waddle on© is mad© of barley ’ ; and in regard to- this, there arises the question 
— dan tli© middle on© bo. made either of Barley or Vrthi ? Or must it be 
of barky alone ? , . 

To all these questions, the natural answer is' as follows : — When, from 
among mmnd mu&imBy imompakbk things, any one is specialty mentioned, 
there- should be restrkticn ; that is, (a) The Post, should b© of Khadim-w&od 
only,— (6) the Sdman should be th.e Brh.at only, — and fe) the middle on© should 
be of Barky only, — “ Why ? ”• — As thus .atone does the special mention seme 
a .useful purpose ; that it is only when there is such restriction that the special 
mention of tho Khadira,, the Brhctt and the Barky has soma sens© ; otherwise, 
it would be a snore migration of what is already known, and as such, super- 
fluous. Inasmuch as the Khadira, the Bfkat and the B&rky have been 
spmified % the Vedie km, they must exclude the other possible alternatives, 
{&) FalMm and Bohitaha, (b) Btdhm&am, and (a) Vnhi ?~~just m m 0m 
mm of * Seeds * j that is, when -we have the specific, mention of Seeds in the 
text * The grass consists of Reeds % Kueha becomes excluded ; so should It 
i ; .r i . ) : - - *■ :**.{' ; 
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be in the ease in question also. 


' • ABHYiYA X 3 PlBA 'VII, ABHIEABANA (16). 2M5 

SOTRA (52). 

XP^rmpakfir^ts ' objection against the SiddhdfUa}— u Inasmuch as both 

HAY* BE®®: INDICATED, IT SHOULD HOT BE SO ’’.—IF THIS IS 

urged [then. the answer is as in the next $£<ra]. 

B'kd§ya. 

You {Purvapahnn)m&y raise the following objection-—-' 4 The Geoeattl 
Law indicates the admissibility of both the alternatives, — Khadira and 
Palasha, Brkat and Bathantam, the Barley and Vrihi j both being thus equally 
indicated by the General' Law, what is there that can exclude the Paldsfm 
and other alternatives ? The mention of the Khadira cannot preclude the. 
other alternatives ; because preclusion, as already explained, is beset with 
three incongruities. Hence it follows that there should be no restriction, 
there should be option.” 


8tJTRA (53). 

[Objection against the Purmpah§in , s argument) — If that be so, then, 

THE SAME SHOULD BE THE CASE WITH THE * REEDS ’ ALSO. 

Bhdvya. 

If yon argue that — “ inasmuch as both the alternatives are indicated, 
both should be equally admissible,” then, in the case of the * Reeds ’ also, 
though they are specially mentioned, the Kasha should not be excluded. — 
To this argument of the Siddhantin , the opponent supplies an answer in the 
following Sutra. 


SBTRA (54). 

[Puiwpak§in > 8 answer to the Siddhantin' 8 objedion] — “ Ih the case of 
the Reeds, it would be so because what is incompatible 

CANNOT BE ADOPTED.” 


Eha&ya. 

the ReedI also and thereby makes^hafc also open to the same objection- 
then our answer is that there would be no objection to the case of the 
Reeds; as in that ease ft would be so, i,e. Kmha would become excluded ; 
why 1-~became what w incompatible cannot be adopted ; Le. when the Reeds 
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shababa-bhA^sya : 

StJTRA (55). 

[Objection to the PurvapaJcsaj—TsE same should happen in the 

OTHER CASE ALSO. 

Bhasya. 

The same should happen, in the other case also ; — I.e. in the ease of the 
Khadira and the rest also (which are mutually incompatible) ; when one 
(e.g. the Khadira) has been adopted, the Paldsha and the rest, which are 
incompatible with the Khadira, cannot be adopted ; and hence they would 
naturally become excluded (which is just what the Siddhdnta is]. 

StJTRA (56). 

[Purpapaksm*a answer to the objection] — •“ In that case the Beclara- 

•ttqn would be FUTILE ”, — if this is urged [then the answer 
is as given in the next Sutra). 

Bhasya. 

** If you think that the Palasha and the rest would become excluded 
on account of the adoption of what is incompatible with them, — then, in 
that ms© the injunctive declaration (in the form of the General Law that the 
Ectype is to be performed in the same manner as the Archetype) would be 
futile ; because the General Law makes the Palasha and the rest also 
admissible ; in fact, it applies equally to the Khadira, etc. and to the Paldsha 
and the rest, This has been made clear under Sutras 10. 7. 30-31. — It cannot 
be argued that — ‘ The declaration of the entire procedure becomes connected 
with the Khadira, etc. and thereby restricts the use to these ; being declared 
by the declaration of procedure, the Khadira betakes itself, in due course, 
to the Animal-sacrifice — it will not be right to argue thus, because, as a matter 
of fact, the declaration of the entire sacrificial procedure would affect the 
sacrifice® qualified by some kind of wood; and in this connection, the 
Pcddsha and the rest all become admissible under the General Law, and 
hence cannot be excluded by the Khadira , etc. — From all tins it follows that 
there should fee option.** 

SUTRA (57). 

[Refutation of (he Purwpak$a} — Inasmuch as the adoption of the 

TH2NO IS FOR a DEFINITE PURPOSE, BOTH CANNOT BE ACCEPTED 
AS ADOPTABLl. ' ■ 

Bha§ya. 

When the declaration of procedure becomes connected with the directly- 
enjoined Khadira, it does restrict the use to that wood ; and the declara - 
tion having its needs supplied by that connection, there could be no room 
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ABHYlYA X, PADA VII, ADHIKARANA ( 16 ), 


for the coming in of the Paldsha ; hence what is included in the declaration 
of procedure is the sacrifice as qualified by the KhacWra, not as qualified by 
the Paldsha i and consequently it is the Khaddra alone that can come in, 
not the Paldsha. 

Similarly with the Brhat and the Ban-ley. [Restriction to (a) 
Khadira, (6) Brhat, and (c) Barley is the SiddJidAda view; hence ‘ rathan - 
tare ' is a wrong reading for * brhati ’.] ' 

From al this it follows that the use is to be restricted to the (a) Khadira, 
(b) the Bfhat, an d (c) the Barley,— and these cannot be treated as optional 
alternatives with (a) Paldsha, ( b ) Rathanta/ra, and (c) Vrihi . 
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Adhxka&ana (17); At the 4 Prospective i sacrifices , the 
Substance and the Deity of {he original Archetype 
become excluded. 

SUTRA (08). 

Inasmuch as all accessory details are meant to serf® a demnibb 

PURPOSE, ANY ONE OF THEM CAN BE ADMITTED ONLY 'WHEN 
A CORRESPONDING ACCESSORY IS NOT ALREADY THEBE. 

Bhasya. 

There, are certain ‘ prospective sacrifices ’ laid down in such texts as— 

* Desiring effulgence, one should offer a cake baked on eight pans, dedicated 
to Agni \ — * Desiring Brahmio glory, one should offer a cake of Shydmdka 
com, baked on eleven pans, dedicated to Agni-Soma Desiring offspring, 
one should offer a cake baked on eleven pans, dedicated to Indra \ 

In regard to all suob sacrifices; there arises the question — Are the 
(archetypal) Substance and Deity that would come into these sacrifices by 
virtue of the General Law, to be excluded ? Or not excluded i 

The Siddhdnta on this question is as follows : — As a matter of fact, 
whenever such sacrifices are enjoined, they are enjoined along with their 
own Substance and Deity ; while the General Law comes in at a much later 
stage ; ‘bo that the Substance and the Deity that become admitted to the 
sacrifices along with their own injunctions, are such as are not included under 
the General Law at all. Consequently, the need for a Substance and a Deity 
being already thus satisfied, the sacrifice does not require any other such 
accessories ; and hence the General Law, under the circumstances, would indi- 
cate the admissibility of accessories other than the Said Substance and the 
Deity. So that what has been declared uhder Sutra 10. 7. 30, — that that 
alone is adopted which has not already come in — stands vindicated. 

ffiTBA (59). 

[Puroapahsa argument against Siddhdnta] — “It' would be an addi- 
■ tional (accessory) ”, — if tbis is urged (then the answer 
is as in the next Sutra). 

Bhasya. 

“ If your view is that the Substance and the Deity having been laid 
down by the direct injunction, the General Law would indicate the admis- 
sibility of accessories other than those, — then, that is not so ; as a matter 
of fact, it would be an additional accessory. It has been explained under 
Sdtra 10. 7. 31. that the General Law applies equally to all accessories^— it 
does apt stand in need of anything,— all that it requires is the method doe 



to the thing ; from this it follows that in the case in question, the General 
Law indicates the admissibility of the (archetypal) Substance and Deity 
also ; and when it is so indicated, then, on the basis of such declaration, the- 
accessory thus indicated should be in addition to that enjoined by the 
injunction ; one set of Substance and Deity being directly enjoined by a 
text, and the other being indicated by the General Law.” 


SUTRA ( 60 ). 


[ Answer ] — Not so ; as there is no need ior it. 


It is not right that the additional accessory should be brought in.*— 
“ Why ? Because there is no need for it ; ie. there is no useful purpose 
that could be served by the additional accessory. — It is tame that the 
Substance and Deity indicated by the General Law are not precluded by the 
direct injunction (of another Substance and Deity) ; but such accessories are 
wanted, not for their own sake, but for the sake of something else, — ie, for the 
due fulfilment of the act of sacrifice ; — now this act of sacrifice is found to. 
be declared as to be accomplished by means of one Substance and one Deity, 
— in the text ‘Desiring effulgence, one should offer the cake baked on eight 
pans, dedicated to Agni \ and so forth. Under .the circumstances, if it 
were assumed that it stands in need of the help (of another Substance and 
Deity), this would be contrary to the said injunction. When too the sacrifice 
has been accomplished by means of the Substance and Deity directly enjoined, 
there can be no use for any other Substance and Deity that could be 
indicated by the General Law ; so that, even though declared in this manner, 
they cannot be used, as the purpose will have been already served. 
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Adhikabana ( 18 ) : At the animal-sacrifice to Soma-Pusan, 
the Post shall he of Khadira wood only. 

SUTRA (61). 

[SiddhInta] — Where one accessory is enjoined in the modified 

FORM, THE ARCHETYPAL ACCESSORY CANNOT COME IN ; IF IT 
COULD COME IN, THEN THERE WOULD BE AN 
UNREASONABLE OPTION. 

Bhasya. 

In connection with a certain sacrifice, we read — ‘ The Post is to be of 
Udwnbara wood \ 

In regard to this, there arises the question— Is the wood used at 
the Archetype for the making of the Post excluded from this sacrifice ? Or 
is it inoluded ? 

The view that presents itself (as the Siddhanta) is as follows: — When 
one accessory (Post)— * one accessory i.e. the accessory that is meant for 
the same purpose as the Khadira and other kinds of wood, — is enjoined 
in the modified form, — that it should be of Udwhbara wood, — then the 
archetypal accessory — i.e. the Khadira and other woods — cannot come in ; 
just as, in the preceding AdhUcarana, there was exclusion of the Archetypal 
Substanee and Deity, similarly in the present case also, there should be 
exclusion of the wood used for the Post at the archetype. 

In case the archetypal accessory did come in, this would mean an 
option between two alternatives separately laid down, — one enjoined by the 
Direct Injunction and the other indicated by the General Law ; — and this 
would not be right. For this reason also the archetypal accessory cannot^ 
■come in. 


SUTRA (62). 

}Purvapak$a objection against Siddhanta }— 11 All that is laid down 

(SHOULD BE ADOPTED) ”, — IF THIS IS URGED [then, the 
answer is as in the next Sutra]. 

Bhd#ya. 

” If you think that option would be open to objection, then let there be 
combination (of both the woods) ; — the animal may be tied to both the Posts 
ione of Udumbara and the other of Khadira } ; — such a course would be in 
due accordance with the General Law.” 



SUTRA (63). 

[Siddhantin’s answer}— That cannot be ; as it is not laid down in 

CONNECTION WITH THE ARCHETYPE. 

Bhasya. 

It cannot bo as suggested. As a matter of fact, what the Direct Injunc- 
tion lays down is tying to the Post made of Udm.umra wood only ; similarly 
in connection with the Archetype what is laid down is tying to the Post 
made of Khadira wood only ,— the text being ‘ Khadire badhndti » (‘ Ties to 
the Post made of Khadira - In support of the view that the tying is to 
be done to the Post made of both kinds of wood, there is neither any Direct 
Injunction, nor the text relating to the Archetype. So that there is no 
authority for the combination of both. Hence we conclude that the wood of 
which the Post is made at the Archetype becomes excluded from the 
sacrifice in question. 


' 
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Adhikabana (19) *. Persons desiring Bmhmic Glory shovM 
offer Vrihi-corn only. 

SUTBA (64). 

POb.vapax§a] — “At the ectypal saoeotce, thebe shall be ho 

BESTBICTIOH, BECAUSE ’THE MENTION IS FOB THE PURPOSE OF 
LAYING BOWS THE QUALIFICATION, — AS IN THE CASE OF THE 
‘ PrSADUYA * ; SPECIALLY BECAUSE BOTH HAVE BEEN 
LAID BOWS ; IT IS ONLY WHEN .(THE YbIHI IS USED) 

THAT THE DECLARATION OF THE- QUALIFICA- 
TION CAN BE APPLICABLE.” 

Bfm§ya. 

Thar© are these tests — * Saumdraudram ghrte charunnirvapet ahulcld- 
■ndm vnMndm brahmamrchasakdmah ; — Saumdmudram charumtvirvap et 

hrm&ndm vnhiimm abhichamn ; — Naitfiam charunnirvapet kf^nandm 
ahuMdndm vrihmdm \ [‘ Desiring Brahmic 
glory, one should offer white Vr&d cooked in Clarified Butter, to 
Sorna-Sudm ; — Desiring to injure others, one should offer cooked black 
Fri&i, to Soma-Mwdru ; — One should offer cooked black Vnhi, to Nirrti ; — One 
should offer cooked white Vnhi, to Surya ’.] 

In regard to this, there arises the question — May all this offering be 
made of FriJW at Tam f Or must it be of Vnhi only ? 

The Furvapak§a is as follows : — ** At the Ectypal sacrifice, — if any one 
■of several mutually incompatible things is specially mentioned, — there 
shcM be no rsstrktion 4.©. the offering may be made of Vnhi or Yam. — 
Why so ? — Because the mention is for the purpose of laying down the qualifica- 
tion ; he. when the Vnhi is specially mentioned, it is for the purpose of laying 
•down its qualification (white, black, etc.), and not for the purpose of con- 
necting it with the particular sacrifice ; so that what is iheant is that the 
Vrihi that is offered should be white (or black) ; as for the offering , that may 
be made of both. — Just as in the text ‘One should perform the Arwyajas 
with Prgaddjya (Mixed Clarified Butter)*, the ‘ Clarified Butter’ has been taken 
to be mentioned for the purpose of lairing down its ‘ mixed character *; so in the 
present instance also, the Vrihi has been mentioned for the purpose of laying 
down its ‘ white ’ character, — not for the purpose of connecting it with the offer- 
ing, and precluding all other things (Yarn and the rest).— Similarly, such 
declarations as — * Even though the sacrifice! belong to the clan of Four-Slices, 
yet the omentum should be prepared in five slices are justifiable only if 
they do not exclude any archetypal accessory ; so that it is only when the 
‘Four Slices* are not excluded'by the ‘Five. Slices’, that the qualifying 
phrase, * even though the sacrifice happen to belong to the of Four- 
Sttces cranes to have some sense. This also saves the ipjnnftfcinn of the. 
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qualification from being useless (as it would otherwise be).— That this is 
'the correct view is shown also by the fact that both ham been laid down, ; Le. 
the Vnhi and the Yava are both equally indicated by the General law to 
be admissible ; and as such they should be treated as optional alternatives.— 
I# is only in the event of Vnhi being used that the declaration of 
the qualification becomes applicable ; in . the event of Vnhi not being used, 
the said declaration would naturally cease to apply.— From ail this it follows 
that there should be option.” 


StJTRA (65). 

£Si0dh£nta] — Thebe should be bestbictioh, as both sbbve the 

SAM® PURPOSE ; SPECIALLY BECAUSE THE SPECtOTICATION IB 

dour by Direct Declaration. 

BMsya . 

Vnhi and Yava both serve the same purpose ; hence whan the FrSfei 
has been specifically mentioned, there is no room for the coming in of Yava. 
— “ But it has been pointed out that the Vnhi has been mentioned for the 
purpose of laying down the qualification ".—That cannot be right ; if the 
Vtihi had been really mentioned for the purpose of laying down the qualifica- 
tion, then there would be no restriction ; but as a matter of fact, it has not 
been mentioned for the purpose of laying down the qualification ; as m clear 
from the presence of the Genitive Ending in the wooed ‘ vnhtydm \ — an ending 
which denotes connection with the modified sacrifice (Ectype), — the denotation 
of the basic noun being entirely different; so that what the Direct Declara- 
tion by tee Genitive expresses is the qualification of the modified $mxMm j 
on the other hand, the fact of the qualification belonging to & WMW&ial 
accessory is expressed by Syntactical Conmctim; — Direct Declaration is 
always more authoritative than Syntactical Oonnection ; — hence by Direct 
Declaration the Vnhi becoming connected with the offering, most exclude the 
Yava, which would serve exactly the same purpose. 

SOTRA (66). 

Also begauskb ojr inoompatbsileiy, ' as in the 
obdinaby woblb. 

BMsya. 

Then again, the two (VriM and Yam) are mutually incompatible.— 
** How ? ” — When several things are spoken of as accomplishing the stuns 
purpose, they are always regarded as mutually inecmpatibte ; and things that 
are mutually incompatible cannot function jointly;— os in the ordinary 
vmld ; for instance, when it is said : one should not eat fish with milk 
the meaning is that, even though the fish be possessed *of (excellent) 
qualities, yet it is not eaten with milk (which becomes excluded) ; — in the 
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same manner, even when the Vfihi is endowed with qualities, it must 
exclude the Yava. 

SUTRA (67). 

Also because the qualification belongs to the 

SACRIFICE. 

Bhasya . 

Objection — If the Vnhi is connected with the modified sacrifice, how 
can it be connected with the qualification ?” 

Answer — The Vnhi has no connection with the qualification, either 
through Direct Declaration or through Syntactical Connection; nor is the 
qualification connected with the Vnhi ; as a matter of fact, the qualification 
belongs to the sacrifice ; it is the sacrifice that is spoken of as qualified by 
* whiteness ’ and by ‘ blackness * ; so that when the whole becomes construed 
together as one sentence, the substance (Vrihi) and the qualification (whiteness 
or blackness) become connected with the same purpose at the particular 
sacrifice; and this also sets aside the objection based upon the diversity 
of purpose. 

SUTRA (68). 

From among a number of mutually incompatible things, where 

ONE HAS BEEN SPECIALLY MENTIONED, — IF THEBE WERE OPTION, 

IT WOULD BE ONE NOT SANCTIONED BY THE SCBJPTURES. 

Bhasya. 

From among a number oj mutually intxmvpaMbh things, where one is 
specially mentioned by Direct Declaration, while another is only indicated 
by the General Law, — this latter, in the presence of the Direct Declaration, 
cannot have any scriptural authority ; so that if there were an option, it 
would be most unreasonable. — Hence there must be restriction. 

SOTRA (69). 

AS REGARDS THE ‘ PrSADAJYA \ COMBINATION 33 POSSIBLE ; HENCE THE 
MENTION HAS BEEN TAKEN AS LAYING DOWN A 
QUALIFICATION. 

Bhasya. 

In the ease of the Pffaddjya, it is only right that there should be com- 
bination ; because in that case, the Clarified Butter (JLjya) is not incom- 
patipte with anything ; so that the use of the Butter is not a partial (optional) 
alternative ; hence there is a combination of the Butter and idle Curd. 
Inasmuch as the Curd is put in for the purpose of bringing about the * mixed ’ 
fpfscd) character in the Clarified Butter, the Curd also is not a partial 
(optional) alternative ; hence it has been combined with the Clarified Butter. 
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StJTRA (70). 

[Objection] “ The beolaeahoh ‘ Eveh thohch the saowhh* belokg 
TO THE CLAH OF EoHB SUOES, ETC. ’ !s HOT COM- 

patible with Restriction 


It has been urged by the Purvapaksin that “if in such cases there were 
restnotaon then the mention of ‘four slices* in the text ‘If the sacrifiler 
belong to the clan of Pour Shoes ’ could not be justified **.-This hTZTn 
be refuted. [This is done in the following Sutra]:— has got to 

SUTRA (71). 

It wo™ apply to another sacrifice, as the same reasoning is 
NOT APPLICABLE TO THAT CASE,— THE SACRIFICES 
BEING ENTIRELY DIFFERENT. 


yr^e^T !< TZ!'ah h6 lHT :ifl0er “ ° U ° belon S ta * t0 4116 »* JW ,SfeT 

yet. the omentum should be made of Five Slices '.-so that there are ■ 72 
Shoos used at one sacrifice, and ‘Five Slices' at a totally diflemut 
^orifice. Hence, even though in cases like the one in question, there is 
Restriction, yet there is no incongruity in the mention of ‘Pour Shoe® » 


Adhikarana (20) : The injunction that ‘ The omentum 

should be made into five slices * is applicable to 
the subsidiary offerings also. 

StJTRA (72). 

[PffBVAPAK?A] — “I t SHOULD BE AS IT IS ACTUALLY DECLARED”, — IF 

this is urged [the answer is as in the next Sutra]. 

Bhd^ya. 

In connection with the Jyotistoma, there is the animal sacrificed to 
Agni-Soma^ as laid down in the text — ‘ If or , on being initiated, sacrifices 
the animal dedicated to Agni-Soma 5 ; — in connection with this animal- 
sacrifice, we read — * Even though the Saorifieer belong to the clan of Four- 
Slices, the omentum should be made of five slices ’ ; — [Special clans appear to 
have had distinguishing marks ; for instance, the number of hair-tufts on 
the head ; the number of cake-slices at sacrificial rituals also appears to be 
such a distinguishing mark]. 

In regard to this, there arises the following question — In connection 
with the fulfilment of the transcendental result following from the subsidiary 
offerings, does the mention of * five slices ’ in connection with the omentum 
exclude the (previously -mentioned) * four slices ’ ? Or not ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ If such a question is raised, our 
answer is that there can be no doubt in the matter at all ; — why ? — when 
the mention of ‘ five slices ’ occurs in connection with a certain sacrifice, 
it is in connection with the same sacrifice — not with any other, — that it 
can exclude the ‘ four slices \ And just as it does not exclude the latter 
in connection with any other sacrifice, — so in the same manner, the mention 
of * five slices * will not exclude it in reference to the transcendental results 
following from the subsidiary offerings also.” 

S0TRA (73). 

[SiddhInta] — That cannot be ; because the injunction is one only. 

Bhasya 

It cannot be as suggested The injunction is one only — in the form, 
‘ If, on being initiated, one sacrifices the animal dedicated to Agni-Soma \ — 
Under the same context, the * five slices ’ have been laud down ; hence on 
the basis of ‘ Context % the * five slices ’ must appertain to the transcendental 
result following from the subsidiary offerings. 
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Says the Opponent — “ On the basis of Syntactical Connection, the five 
slices should appertain to the omentum only ”, 

Hot so, we reply. The omentum being a material substance, no useful 
purpose would be served by connecting the * five slices ’ with it. 

Says the Opponent — “The declaration of procedure relating to the 
omentum would include the character of having five slices ; so that there 
would be no incongruity 

Answer — -Even so, the connection of ‘ five slices ’ with the transcendental 
result following from the subsidiary offerings would be duly established. 

“How?”. . 

There is only one injunction laying down the subsidiary offerings as 
also the omentum-offering; — if the ‘five slices’ are connected with that 
injunction, it must be connected with the subsidiary offerings also. 

“ But on account of its connection with the omentum, it is the omentum 
—and not the subsidiary offerings — that should have five slices 

Answer — There is no such declaration as that 4 it is the omentum only 
that is five-sliced ’ ; what the declaration means is that ‘ the omentum must 
be five-sliced only ’ ; and as a matter of fact, such declarations emphasise 
that in connection with which the term 4 only ’ is used, as against things 
other than that. So that mere connection with the omentum cannot exclude 
the 4 five-slices * from factors to which it is as applicable as to the omentum ; 
because there is no word connoting such exclusion. 

From all this it follows that in connection with the subsidiary offerings, 
the ‘ four-slices ’ should not be there [as it is excluded by the mention of the 
4 five slices ’]. 

Then again, it is only when the 4 five-slices \ is applicable to subsidiary 
offerings like those in question that another injunction becomes comprehen- 
sible-such as 4 He slices each of them twice — The omentum has been men- 
tioned only as indicating 4 offering-materials ’ in general ; and it is this parti- 
cular material that is so mentioned because it is the first to be used on the 
occasion concerned. It is not the omentum that is enjoined here; if that 
Were what is enjoined, there would be syntactical split. 

The conclusion thus is that in connection with the subsidiary nffiwinga 
also, the 4 five slices * alone should be adopted. 


Enfi of Pdda vii of Adhydya X. 



ADHYAYA X. 

PADA VIIL 

Adhxkaeana (1) : When there is a prohibition, relating 

either (a) to what has been indicated by the General 
Law, or ( b ) to what has been laid down without 
reference to any particular sacrifice, — it 
should be treated as an ‘ Exception ’ 
{Paryudasa). 

SOTRA (1). 

[Pt?EVAT*AK?A]— “ When thebe is a prohibition, relating to what 

IS INDICATED BY THE GeNEBAL LAW, OB TO WHAT HAS BEEN 
LAID DOWN WITHOUT BEEEBENCE TO ANY PARTICULAR 
SACRIFICE, — THEBE SHOULD BE OPTION; AS IT IS A 
CASE OF PROHIBITION OF WHAT IS ADMISSIBLE.” 



(a) We find Prohibitions relating to a detail indicated as admissible 
by the General Law ; (6) as also those relating to what has been enjoined 
Without reference to any particular sacrifice, (a) As an example of pro- 
hibition of what has been indicated by the General Law, we have the text— 
* At the MaMpitpycvj fia, one does not appoint the Hotr or the Arseya ’ ; 
— (b) as an example of what has been laid down without reference to any 
particular sacrifice, we have the text — * Let the expression be dshrdvaya, 
which has four letters, — iShrau?af, which has four letters (in the form sbrra- 
u-fa-f), — Yaja, which has two letters, — Ye-yajamahe, which has five letters, — 
the syllable vaqat, which has two letters ; this is Prajapati, the seventeenth, 
connected with sacrifices ’ [Here the use of the phrase ye-yajamahe has been 
laid down, without reference to any particular sacrifice] ; — and relating to 
fchiB, there is the prohibition — ‘ One does not use the phrase ye-yajdmahe at 
the Amyctjaa \ 

In regard to all this, there arises the following question — Is this pro- 
hibition — of what is indicated by the General Law, and of what is laid down 
without reference to any particular sacrifice — to be taken as laying down 
.an option ? Or as laying down an exception (‘ Paryudasa *) ? 

The PUrvapak^a is as follows: — “It should be treated as a. case of 
option ; because both, the admissibility as well as the prohibition, are 
authoritative ; both admissibility and prohibition are supported by authority. 
For instance, (a) the authority for admissibility consists in the declaration 
(General Law) — ‘ The MabdpUryajha should be performed in the manner 
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of its Archetype* [and at the Archetype, there is appointment of the Hotr 
and the Ar?eya] ;— {&) similarly for the admissibility of the phrase * 3fS- 
yag&mahe*, the authority consists in the declaration — ‘This is Prty&pati, 
the seventeenth, connected with sacrifices * ; — both these declarations ace 
authoritative, independently of the Prohibitions,— (a) The Prohibition 
relating to (a) also has its authority in the declaration — ‘ One does not appoint 
the Hofr, nor the Ar§eya, he leaves them to Death * similarly the' 
Prohibition relating to (6) has its authority in the declaration — * One does 
not use the phrase ye-yajamahe at the Anuydfas *. By virtue of the former 
declaration (6), the use of the phrase 6 ye -yajamahe * is admissible at all 
sacrifices ; and it is prohibited in reference to the Anuyajas in the prohibitive 
text ‘ One does not use the phrase ye-yajdmahe at the ArmySjm *. Thus 
from the declaration that ‘the phrase yB-ya$amahe should be used f , it 
follows that that performance is fruitful at which the phrase * ye-yaj&mah$ ’ 
is used ; while from the prohibition that * the phrase ye-yaji&mahe should 
not be used’, it follows that that performance is fruitful at which the phrase 
yS-ycyamahe is not used. And inasmuch as both are authoritative, it 
follows that both the performances are fruitful ; which means that they should 
be treated as optional alternative®. — Similarly in the case of the appointment 
of the Hoi? and the Arseya . — Thus we conclude that, inasmuch os it is a 
mm of prohibition of what is admissible, there should be option,” 


SftTRA (2). 

[Objection against the Purvapak $ a } — It should bb tbmatsd as a oase 

OF (PBOHIBraQH OF) WAT IS ONLY POSSIBLE IN AN ORDINARY 
WAY, — “ if this is urged [then the answer is as in 
the aext 

Bhd$ya. 

; k if the Purvapafcjin. .thinks that there should be option, — that cannot be 
right. As a matter of fact, it should be treated m a mm ofprohibUion of 
what is only possible in an ordinary way. In eases where we have a pro- 
hibition relating to what is possible only in a general sort of way (not under 
any authority) — e.g. ‘ Poison should not be take® % 4 The finger should not 
be presented before a serpent \ ‘ The foot should not be placed upon thorns * 
and so forth, — what is meant is that these acts are not to be done at all ; 
it does not mean that there is to be option (that one may or may not take 
poison, and so forth). On the analogy of such eases, we conclude that, as 
between an Injunction and a Prohibition, the Prohibition is more authorita- 
tive ; the Prohibition comes in only after the Injunction is there ; and as a 
general rule, whenever an assertion is made contrary to what is there already, 
it sets aside this latter. Hence the conclusion is (b) that the phrase yS- 
yajdmahe should never 1® used at the Anuyajas, and {&} that at the Mahd- 
pitryajha, the appointment of the Hotr and the Ar§Sya should never be done. 
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SUTRA (3). 

[The Purvapaksih’s answer to ike objection ] — “ That cannot be ; because 

THEBE ARE EQUAL SEASONS, — BOTH THE COURSES BEING 
SANCTIONED BY SCRIPTURAL AUTHORITY.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ It cannot be as suggested above. There are equal reasons in support 
of the admissibility and of the prohibition ; because both are sanctioned by 
scriptural authority, — the admissibility as well as the prohibition. That is 
to say, the admissibility of the course is there, even while the Prohibition 
is there, — and the Prohibition also is there even while the admissibility is 
there. Under similar circumstances, in ordinary experience, when both 
admissibility and prohibition are there in the usual course, one course is 
found to be beneficial and the other harmful, — so that people adopt that 
course which is beneficial. In scriptural matters, however, no such benefit 
or harm is visible ; hence whatever is found to be declared by texts is accepted 
as right ; hence both admissibility and prohibition are adopted. Consequently, 
in every such case there should be option.” 

SUTRA (4). 

[StodhAnta] — In beauty, it should be taken as a supplementary 

STATEMENT ; BECAUSE OPTION IS MOST IMPROPER ; IT SHOULD 
THEREFORE BE TAKEN AS A PART OF THE 

Injunctions. 

Bhdsya. 

The term * api tu* (‘ in reality ’) implies the rejection of the view set 
/forth 'above. 

As a matter of foot, the prohibition should be taken i supplementary,-— 
{a) to other indications of the General Law, and (b) to the injunction without 
reference to any particular sacrifice. — (6) The prohibitive sentence is not 
to be construed as that ‘The phrase Ye-yajamahe should not be used at 
the Anuyajas ’ ; the construction is simply as * not the phrase Ye-yajdmahe * ; 
the negative ‘ na * being construed with the term ‘ anuydja not with the 
verb * Karoti * {* use ’). — “ What if that is so ? ” — The expression 4 na 
anuydjtfu * not at the Anuyajas *) remains incomplete as a sentence, and 
thus remaining deficient, it becomes connected with a part of the preceding 
sentence, the full sentence thus being — * What has been said regarding the 
using of the phrase Ye-yajomahe is not to apply to the case of the Amuydjas \ 
which is the same thing as saying that ‘the phrase ‘ Ye-yajdmahe is to be 
used at all sacrifices, except a# iks Amtydjds ' ; — -hence the whole is an in- 
junction with the Anuyajm excepted, and there is no prohibition at all ; bo 
that there is no room for option. — (a) Similarly, in connection with the 
Mah&pitryajna also, it is gathered, from the General Lew y^rdmg the 
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Ectype being performed in the manner of the Archetype % that the appoint- 
ment of the Hotr and the Arseya should he made; but when it is followed 
by the words that ‘one does not appoint the Hotr and the Arsiya the 
idea, obtained is that ‘the Mahapitpjajna should be performed like the 
Archetype, excepting the appointment of the Hotr and the Aryeya * ; the nega- 
tive ‘we’ being construed with ‘appointing’ (expressed by the verbal root 
in the word ‘ Fmlte ’), what is expressed by the eoitjugafional ending is 
a mere reiteration; the sense being — ‘What has been said regarding the 
sacrifice being performed in the manner of the Archetype is with the exception 
of the mid appointment*. 

Question — “ Why should the negative mi be construed (b) with the 
‘ ar&uydjm ’ and (a) with what is expressed by tlie root in ‘ rnnte ’ (i.e. the 
‘appointing’)?” 

Answer — Became option is most improper ; it is not right to adopt 
an option. — “ Why ? — In the ease in question, when it is said that ‘ one 
uses the phrase Y e-yajamahi at sacrifices % — if it be understood to mean 
that ‘a sacrifice cannot be performed without using the phrase Yi-yajamihe 
then the prohibitive sentence [‘one should not use the phrase Ye-yajmmhi 
at the . Anuyftjm'] would have no sense; or if the prohibition would be 
admitted, then the injunction would have no sense ; — hence it follows that 
recourse to option is most improper. 

“It is just because one car the other injunction would have no sense 
that option has to be* accepted.” 

Anstoer — In a ease where one or the other injunction would otherwise 
become meaningless, there may be some' reason fear having recourse to 
option ; but only when no sense can be got out of it in any way. In the 
ease in question, however, the injunction [negative) serves the purpose of 
making an exception of connection with the amiydjas. Hence there is no 
reason for admitting an option, 

Says the Opponent — “ If the negative * na * *» construed with the word 
4 amtydjSfu \ then there should be a compound ; .because in such oases the 
eompwincling of the nc^tiv© term with a noun is compulsory, — aa declared 
by the revered VSnikokSra , . Kaiydycma, in. the words . ‘ VamcMmmmmrthui- 
khyandut smbimmmddkatvat 

Ctompoirading in mmh eases is not compulsory, — ‘ it is only optional’, 
says the revered Pdnini under Sutra 2. I, 11 ; ami it is the word of P fat ini 
that la authoritative, by reason of its saying what is true and right,~HBOt the 
word of Kfayayana, which is not true and not right; as one who says* 
untrue things may speak of things without actually seeing them. 

From all this it follows that the sentences in question should he taken 
as laying down exceptions. 


Adht&abajPu (2) : The negation contained in such texts as 

4 Na tan •pashm, karoti J is to be taken as a 4 declara- 
tion 5 {Arthavada). 

S0TRA (5). 

When it is something new, it must be a. com- 

MElSBATOBr DECLAMATION. 

Bhdsya. 

There are the Darsha-Pur^mdm sacrifices, at which, there are two 
Ajyabhaga offerings ; in. connection with these latter it is declared — ‘Na 
tau paahau karoti, na some ’ [* One does not do these at the PasAa-sacrifice, 
nor at the Soma - sacrifice 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Does this sentence lay down 
an exception ? Or a prohibition ? Or is it only a declaration ? 

The Purvapakga is as follows : — “ The present text cannot be taken as 
laying down an exception , in the same manner as in the preceding Adhikarana ; 
— why t — because the statement is found in connection with the Darsha- 
Purnamam, sacrifices ; where then is there any possibility of its applying 
to the case of the Soma-B&an&ce ? In fact, if the Soma-a&cn&ee were 
excepted, there would be no auoh connection (of the Ajydbh&gas) with the 
l)msha-PwrtuMndsa sacrifices as ‘ with the exception of the Soma \ Hence 
the only way in which the statement can be token is as a prohibition of the 
Ajyabhagm in reference to fee Soma-sacn&Ge, wherein they would be admis- 
sible under the General Law. — It might be argued that the Soma -sacrifice 
is something quite new (and it is not fee Ectype of any Archetype ); hence 
the AjyabMgor^&fsrmge could not be admissible at it by virtue of the General 
Law. — The answer to this is that fee term ‘ Soma * would be merely indica- 
tive of all those sacrifices, such as fee JMtgamya and the rest, feat are related 
to Brnnor — fee sense of the prohibition being that ‘the Ajyabhaga offerings 
fetorid not be made at any of these sacrifices 

In answer to this, we have tha following Siddhanta : — When it is something 
new, it must be a eommndc&org defamation ; inasmuch as the jSbma-sacrifice is 
entirely new (and not an Ectype of any Archetypal sacrifice), the Ajyabhaga- 
offerings cannot come into it by virtue of the General Law ; hence fee sentence 
in question cannot be token as a prohibition. — It might be argued that — 
"the term * Soma 3 could be indicative of the Dlbsamyd and other sacri- 
fices (connected wife Soma) v \ — This is open to this same objection that it 
Involves such an indication. — Then again, even if such an indication were 
accepted, fee sentence would contain fee prohibition of what is otherwise 
a < h rmaaib le; so that it would be a ease of option ; and it has been already 
e^^ixtod that recourse to option is not right. Hence recourse could be had 
'to dptiosn only ; 'if no other way were possible ; it is however possible for the 
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Adhikarana (3) : Negations contained in such texts as 

1 Natirdtre sodashinam grhnati 5 are to be taken 
as setting forth option. 

SUTRA (6). 

Negation following after injunction would be Prohibition 
(PratisIdha). 

Bhdsya. 

Question — In. Adhikarana (I), the negative term * na ’ has been shown 
to denote exception {Paryudasa),— in, Adhikarana (2), it has been shown to 
denote commendatory declamation ( Arihavada ) ; — what is the distinguishing 
feature of Prohibition (Pratiqedha, which forms the third connotation of the 
negative term) ? ” 

In answer to this the distinguishing feature of Prohibition is set forth 
ill the Sutra — Negation following after injunction would be Prohibition ; e.g. 
the negation contained in the text — -* Natirdtre sodashinam grhnati' [‘On© 
does not take up the tfodashin at the Atirdtra ’] [which follows after the 
injunction ‘ Atiratre godashinam grhriaii ’, ‘ one takes up the §odashin at the 
Alirdtra ’], — -cannot be taken as laying down an exception ; it could be so 
taken only if the construction were ‘ One takes up the Sotfashin at the 
AtircLtra, except at the Atirdira \ — and such a construction would be im- 
possible ! — Nor can the sentence be taken as commendatory of anything. 
Hence the only construction possible is ‘One does not take up ’ [a pur© 
Prohibition; and this means that in view of the Injunction and the Prohibi- 
tion both being there, the taking up of the $odashin should, in actual practice, 
be treated as optional]. 

Objection — It is not possible for the Injunction and the Prohibition of 
the same act to be accepted, as the two are mutually incompatible 

Answer — On the strength of the Direct Declaration of the Veda, the 
Prohibition would be operative after having set aside the Injunction, and 
the Injunction would be operative after setting' aside the Prohibition ; there 
is no other way out of it ; hence in either case one of the two notions would 
have to bo regarded as wrong,— the Injunction being wrong when the 
Prohibition is not wrong, and the Prohibition being wrong when the Injunc- 
tion is not wrong. 

“ In that ease, it should be either Injunction in all cases, or Prohibition 
in all cases." 

Answer — It has been already explained that one or the other of these 
two notions lias to be regarded as wrong, on the strength of the Direct 
Declaration and on the ground of their being mutually incompatible ; but 
what this means is that when, in any particular case, the entire procedure 
comes to be declared, it adopts only one of the two alternative notions, and 
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does not adopt the otter ; so that the end in view becomes accomplished by 
the adoption of either one of the alternatives [which are thus optional]. 

“ But the absence of the cither alternative {which is equally authorita- 
tive) would make the performance defective to that extent.” 

Answer— True, there would be this defect; but even in the presence 
of this defect, the performance is regarded as duly accomplished, — on the 
authority of the Direct Declaration. Hence there can be nothing wrong 
in this. 

In a case where any otter construction of the sentence would be possible, 
no option would be admissible ; — as for instance, in the case of the sentence 
1 Ntmuyaje-su yeyajamafuirn Jcaroti ’ [* One floes not use the phrase ye- 
yajdmafie at the Anuydjas'] [Vide Adhikarar.ia (l), above). 





Adhik arana (4) : Such negations as * Anahutirvai jartildh ’ 
should he treated as declamations. 

SUTRA (7). 

Only if no other Injunction were there [could option be 
admitted]; when -there is such other Injunction, the 

STATEMENT SHOULD BE REGARDED AS DECLAMATORY ; 

BECAUSE OF FUTILITY, AND BECAUSE IT IS TO BE 
CONSTRUED ALONG WITH THE OTHER. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with Agnihotra, we read. — (a) ‘ Jartilayavdgvd juhuydt, 
gavedhukayavagvd juhuydt, — na gramyan pashun hinasti, naranydn’ ;~~{b) 
*Atho Ichalvdhurandhutir vai jartildshcha gavehukdshcha ; — payasd ’ gnihotram 
juhuydt ’ [(a) ‘One may offer libations of the gruel of Jarlila-grains 
one may offer libations of the gruel of Gavedhuka-grains ; — one may not 
kill tame animals, nor wild ones’; (6) ‘They say that Jartila -grains are 
unfit for offering; so also are Gavedhuka-grains ; one should perform the 
Agnihotra with milk [‘ Jartila ’ is wild sesamum .] 

In regard to this, there arises the question— Is the sentence, ‘ One may 
offer libations of Jartila -gruel, one may offer libations of Gavedhuka-grueV , 
an injunction, — and the sentence, ‘ Jartila-graim and Gavedhuka-grains are 
unfit for offering \ a prohibition [and consequently the two are to be treated 
as optional alternatives'] ? — or are both these sentences only declamatory 
statements,— the Only Injunction in the case being that. * one should perform 
the Agnihotra with milk ’ ? 

The Purvapak§a is as follows The sentence ‘ one should offer libations 
of Jartila- gruel' should be treated as an Injunction ; because the injunctive 
word Cjuhuyat', ‘should offer, etc.’) is clearly present in it; similarly, it 
is also clear that the sentence ‘ Jartila-graim are unfit for offering ’ is a 
prohibition ; — -the sentence ‘one should perform the Agnihotra with milk ’ 
is an entirely distinct injxinction,— this also is quite clear. So that the upshot 
(ji the whole is that— (a) ‘one may offer libations, either of JartUa-gruel, or 
of Gmedhulca-gruel , — or ( b ), of Milk, and of neither of the former two — 
This cannot be treated as a case of exception; because the negative word ‘ wa s 
is not capable of being connected either with ‘ Jartila-grael 5 or with ‘ Gave- 
d/mjfca-gruel — it being compounded with the term ‘ ahuti ’ (in the word 
‘ andhutih ’) ; — even if the negative term were assumed to have the; capacity 
of being connected with ‘ Jartila-gruel ’ or with ‘ Gavedhuka-gcuel % no 
such connection as ‘ ajartilayavdgvd jartilayavdgvd va juhuydt ’ would be 
possible. Further, if this construction were possible, and it were treated as 
a case of exception, the Injunction would be wholly useless, as the whole of 
the 1 Jartila -gmel ’ would have fallen under the exception. In the event of 
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the injunction being that of mills, there would be no seam, in'- the exception, 
as there would be nothing to indicate the possibility of the use of either of 
the two gruels. — -From all this it follows that this should be treated as a 
ease of option,” , 

. In answer to the above, we have the following SMdhdnta : — -By .reason of 
the prohibition of what had been, enjoined, there would have teen option 
if there were no other Injunction available * — -when, however, there is another 
Injunction in the sentence,- ‘ one 'should perform the Agnihotm with milk % 
the other statements,— that, -regarding' the libations of Gmxdhuka and 
also 'that, regarding the -unfitness (of Jartila, etc.) lor offering, — -should 
bo treated as commendatory declamations j — {a) because, of f ut ility ; that 
is, any prohibition (of ■ offering the - Jartila ) would be entirely futile, 
when the injunction is of offering milk ; because this very injunction, 
implies that the Jartila or the Gavedhuka is not fit for offering. — “ But how 
can they be unfit for offering , when they are actually offered at sacrifices'? ’* 
— It follows from the faefe that it' is to be construed along with ike. other ; — 
i.e. the injunction of offering the Jartila and the Gavedhuka, as also the 
prohibition: (of these), is to be construed along with the other injunction: — that 
‘ one should perform the. Agnihotra with milk* ; so that the .whole forms a . 
single sentence ; and the declaration regarding- the .offering of Jartda-gmel or 
Gavedhitka-gruel becomes connected with the deprecatory statement that 
1 Jartila and Gavedhuka are unfit for offering * ; .and. this deprecation is for 
the purpose of commending the injunction of Milk . — - :I How ho ? ” — -The 
sens© of the whole context is as follows — * Offerings of Jartila and Gmedhuka 
are excellent in so far as they do not involve the killing of any tame or wild 
animals but even though they are so excellent, they are no-offering {he. 
unfit as offerings) in comparison with the offering of milk- so that the 
milk-offering is very much more e . ^client — Further, the statement that 
‘ one should offer libations of Jarii^-tjrud * is not made with a view to the 
actual offering of the substance ; in fact, it is made only for the purpose of 
stating the prohibition that follows. If it were taken as an injunction of the 
doing of a certain act-, then certain factors would have to be assumed ; while 
by being connected with the prohibition, it becomes a - deprecatory state- 
ment which tends to the glorification. of something els© (Milk); the. order of 
: sequence Also becomes preserved in this ease.' - The present ease is to. be 
treated like that of the sentence 1 Visambhdcmyitauyamna kaduAii 9 {‘.Poison: 
is to be taken never*], — where the assertion oi the ‘taking of poison’ 

; (contained in the words ‘ visam bhaksayitavyam ’ ) is mad© only for the purpose 
of prohibiting it (by the subsequent phrase 1 na' kadachU%— -and' 'not with & 
view to its being actually carried into effect. 



Adhikarana (5) : In connection with the 6 Traiyambaka 5 
offerings , the statements regarding c Pouring 5 and 
‘ Non-pouring 5 should he regarded as com- 
mendatory declarations. 

SUTRA (8). 

Because they stand on the same footing as the foregoing 

STATEMENTS. 

Bhdsya 

In connection with the ChMurmdsya sacrifices, there are certain offerings 
of eakes baked upon one pan, named 1 Traiyambaka ’ by reason of being 
made with the mantra ‘ Tryayambakam yajamahe, etc. * ; — in reference to 
these offerings, there are the following declarations — (A) * Abhighdrydh nabhi- 
ghdrydh ili mlmdmsante — yadabhighdrayet rudrdydsye pashu-nabhidadhydt ; 
yanndbhighdrayet net rudrdyasye pashunabhidadhydt ; aiho khalvdhurabhi - 
ghdryd eva, na hi haviranahhighrtamasti ’ [‘ Are the libations to be poured or 
not to be poured ? — thus do they ponder ; if one pours a libation, he puts the 
animals into the very mouth of Rudra ; if he does not pour it, he does not 
put the animals into Rudra’s mouth ; and they say that the libations should 
be poured ; as an offering is not an offering until it lias been poured 
(B) ■ H otavyamagri ihotranna hotavyamiti mhndmsante brahma vddinah ; yadi 
juhuydt yattmpurvamdhiitirjuhuydt ; yanna jidiuyut agnih -pardpatet ; tusnimeva 
hotavyam ; yathdpurvarndhiUirjidmti, ndgnih jmrapatali ’ Expounders of the 
Veda ponder over the question as to whether A gnihotra-offi er mgs should be 
made or not made; if one makes the offerings, he should make them as 
before; if he does not make the offerings, the Fire comes down upon him; 
one should make the offering in silence; the offerings should be made as 
before, and the Fire does not come down upon him ’J. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — (A) Are the Trayambaka- 
llbations to be poured. or not to be poured ? (B) Is the A gnihotm -offering 

to be made or riot to be made ’—Are these to be treated as Injunction and 
Prohibition f Or are these stated only for purposes of commendation 
[Read ‘ ut&rtha ’ for ‘ ndrtha 

The Purvapakm is as follows — “We assert, that the texts should fee 
taken as injunctions and prohibitions ; because they have the form of these ; 
a« a matter of fact, the texts in question have clearly the form of injunction 
and prohibition ; so that by Direct Declaration we understand them to 
mean that a certain act is to be done and a certain act is not to be done 
(prohibited) ; and it would be only through Syntactical Connection that they 
could be understood as commendatory declamations ; — and Direct Declara- 
tion is always more authoritative tlian Syntactical Connection. — N ot can the 
text be taken as containing an exception. — Hence we conclude that — what 
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the text (B) contains is (I) an Injunction, (2) a Prohibition, and (3) again an 
Injunction — (I) ‘the Agnihotra should be offered, — (2) the Agnihotra should 

not be offered ; — {3) if it is to be offered, it should be offered in silence 5 • 

and what the text (A) contains is the Injunction and Prohibition that— ‘ the 
Tryambaka-ofterings are to be poured— and the Tryambalca-oflerings are 
not to be poured ; and in the event of their being poured, ete. ; ’ — this has 
been reiterated again in order to guard against the idea that the assertion 
of these being poured is commendatory,— this idea originating from the pre- 
sence of the prohibition of the pouring.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — These texts stand 
on the same footing as those dealt with in the foregoing Adhikarana.— 
“ 'What is this sameness of footing ? It consists in this that at first there 
is the Injunction, then the Prohibition, and then these two are connected 
with something else that follows this is exactly what has been found to 
be the ease in the foregoing Adhikarana : that is, the Injunction that is 
found is not for the purpose of anything to be done, and the Prohibition that 
is found is not for the purpose of avoiding anything in fact, the two have 
teen set forth only for the purpose of being pondered over and discussed ; 
thus it lias been clearly asserted that * The Veda-expounders ponder over the 
two views that the Agnihotra should be offered and that the Agnihotra 
should not be offered* ; — and this ‘ pondering over ’ these views serves the 
purpose of eulogising the other injunction in regard to which there is no such 
doubt or pondering, inasmuch as the meaning of the words is quite clear 
and it is not necessary to make any assumptions. While, if the two state- 
ments were taken as Injunction and Prohibition, it would be necessary to 
make certain assumptions. 

The sense of the commendation is as follows— (A) ‘ The pouring of 
libations is so excellent that one does not mind the serious drawback that 
when one pours the libations, he puts the animals into the very mouth of 
Rudra * ; and (B) ‘When one makes the offerings, he should offer them as 
before,— if he does not make the offerings, Agni comes down upon him •— 
so excellent is the making of offerings in silence that by so doing, both the 
undesirable contingencies become avoided \ 


Abkxkaba'na (6): in connection with the 4 Adkana \ 
the sentence beginning with 6 npa 5 is 
indicative of option.. 

SUTRA (9). 

Tee sbktbhce begissxkg with f m s should also be 

TREATED LIKE THAT. 



TSw© Is the rite of Adhana, (Fire-installation ) ; in connection with 
wMeh there is the following declaration. — ‘ Ya evamvidvam vdmvantlyam 
gayail, ya ememmdmn yaj hdyajmyam gdyati, ya evamv-idvdn vamadSvyam 
gdyati 5 One who knowing this sings the Vdmvantlya-sammn, — who, knowing 
this, sings the Tajikry€%mya-saman , — who, knowing, this, sings the Varna - 
M vya-mman ’] ; with reference to this we .read — e Upavltd vd etasya agnayo 
bhavanii yasydgmyadheyi ■ brahma sdmdni gdyati ’ [‘ If the Brahman-priest 
sings the Edmam at the .Fira-installation. of a man, his Fires become 
abandoned by him *J. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — What is the meaning of this, 
latter sentence beginning with ‘ Upa' (‘ Upavitd vd ' etasya, etc. ’) ? Is it 
PmhiMtion t Or Exception- 1 Or Commendation ? 

The Pi&rvapak§a is as follows :• — “ It cannot be an exception, because the 
Bingaag of Smrnam by the Brahmas -priest is totally unknown (not laid down 
anywhere). In fact* the declaration of what does not exist is to be taken 
&8 a oommendmtory deelaration,— as in the case of the declaration ‘ Praja- 
paU alone was there, and he cut out his awn fat V* 

In. answer to this, we have the following Siddhanla : — This reference to- • 
the Brahman-priest cannot be commendatory of anything ; nor can. any 
useful purpose be served by a commendatory declamation contained In a 
sentence other than the one in which the commended action has been enjoined. 
;.Btase@ .-.*&«» rnrnimm beginning with * Upa ’ should be treated like fete ;-—. 

what is it that is meant by * that * here f ” — -It is the sentence ‘ Takes up 
■ ifo»$o4asMn at the AiiraSm * ; and what is meant is that just as this sentence 
(followed by the sentence * at the Aiira&m one does not take up the fflodmhin 1 ) 
has been token (under Sis. S) as enjoining an act and then prohibiting it 
(and hence indicating option) [so should it be in the present ease, also].— 
** How t * — As singing by Be Bmfm&n-primtm totally tHiknown, the sentence, 
cannot be tpjsm as a prohibition of that singing ; hence no significance can 
attach to the tem * brnkmm % which would mean that what is prohibited 
is E&rm-mngk^ In general (which is absurd). — It might be urged that “ in 
that ease the town * brahman ’ may bs regarded as a wrong reading — But 
it is not so ; as a matter of fact, the term * brahman ’ signifies the Brdhmana, 
and m each steads -for the 0df«£f-pri^ [who .‘does all the Scma-smging ; 
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so that the prohibition can apply to that singing ; — and thus there being 
both injunction and prohibition , there should be option ; as under Sutra 6], 

S0TRA (10). 

“ Ok account op the peohxbitiok, thebe should be no perpobmance 
(op the Sama-singing) ”, — ip this is URGED [then the 
answer- is as given in the next Sutra\. 

Bha§ya. 

The following argument might be urged — “ Inasmuch as there is depreca- 
tion of Sama-singing itself, there should be no performance of the Sama- 
singing; because what is deprecated should not be done.” 

SUTKA (11). 

That cannot be • as it is sanctioned by the Vedicword. 
Bhasya. 

It cannot be as suggested ; as from the deprecation of an act, it follows 
that it should not he done, — so from- the fact of an act being spoken of as 
to he done , it follows that it should he done ; — there is no other Injunction 
available of anything else as to be done, for whose commendation there could 
be a deprecation. Hence it follows that the Injunction is for the purpose 
of the act being done, and the Prohibition is for the purpose of the act being 
avoided, [So that this is a clear case of option.] 



Adiiikarana (7) : Prohibitions like ‘ The Initiated Person 

shall not make a gift ’ are to be taken as laying 
down * Exceptions \ 

STJTRA (12). 

[PUrvapaksa (A)]— The prohibition op (a) giving, ( b ) offering 

LIBATIONS, AND (c) COOKING, BY THE INITIATED PERSON 
MUST BE TAKEN AS THE PROHIBITION OP ALL (a) GIVING, 

(6) OFFERING LIBATIONS, AND (c) COOKING; AS 
THERE IS NO DISTINCTION.” 


Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Jyoti$poma we read — ‘ The initiated person does 
not make gifts, or offer libations or cook \ 

In regard to this, there arise the following questions — {a) Is this a 
prohibition of all kinds of giving , offering libations and cooking 1 — Or (b) of 
only such of these acts as &re not connected with sacrifices ? — Or (c) of even 
those connected with sacrifices, which are indicated by the General Law ? 
— Or (d) does it lay down an exception ( Paryuddsa ) ? 

The Purvapaksa (A) is as follows — “It is the prohibition of all kinds 
of giving , offering libations and cooking.— Why ? — Because there is no distinc- 
tion ; there is no word in the text expressing any distinction ; hence it should 
be taken as the prohibition of all kinds of the acts mentioned.” 


SUTRA (13). 

[PffRVAPAKSA (B)] — “ In FACT, WHAT IS LAID DOWN SHOULD PERTAIN TO 

ONLY SUCH ACTS AS ARE NOT CONNECTED WITH SACRIFICES ; 

BECAUSE IN CONNECTION WITH SACRIFICES THESE HAVE 
BEEN CLEARLY ENJOINED.” 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ vd ’ (‘in fact’) implies the rejection of the view just set 
forth. 

“ In fact, the prohibition cannot be one of all kinds of the acts in 
question; — ‘Of which ones then ? 1 — What is laid down should pertain 
to only such acts as are not connected with sacrifices ; — * why ? ’ — became in 
connection with sacrifices they have been clearly enjoined ; there is clear 
injunction of such acts as giving and the rest in connection with sacrifices ; — 
hence the Prohibition in question has to be taken as pertaining to such 
acts only as have not been so clearly enjoined.” 


2043 


ADHYlYA X, PiDA Vm, ADHXKABANA (7). 

StJTEA (14). 

[PCRVAPAK§A (C)3 — “ As A MATTER OF FACT, EVEN FROM AMONG THOSE 
CONNECTED WITH SACRIFICES, THOSE ALSO THAT COME IN ONLY 
BY IMPLICATION (SHOULD BE INCLUDED IN THE PROHIBI- 
TION), BECAUSE OF NON-DISTINCTION/’ 

Bhdsya. 

“ As a matter of fact, even, from among those connected with sacrifices, 
those that come in by implication , — i.e. by virtue of the General Law— should 
also be taken to be prohibited.; because these are only ‘implied’, not 
directly enjoined, — while the Prohibition is directly laid down.” 

StJTRA (15). 

As A MATTER OF FAOT, INASMUCH AS IT IS SUPPLEMENTARY TO A 
SENTENCE, IT SHOULD MEAN THE ‘ EXCEPTION ’ OF SOMETHING 
EWE.; IF IT WERE A * PROHIBITION ’, THERE WOULD 
BE OPTION. 



The particle * tu ’ signifies emphasis. 

The prohibitive text should be treated as supplementary to another 
sentence; that is, the prohibitive text in question should be taken as 
making an exception, in reference to the Jyoti§toma, of all the three acts 
of giving, offering libations and cooking that have been mentioned without 
any distinction ; and as such it would be supplementary to another sentence ; 
that is, the sentence in question—* The Initiated Person does npt .make 
gifts ’—is supplementary to (to be taken along with) the sentence ‘One 
should make gifts every day ’ ; similarly with the statement regarding the 
offering of motions and cooking. [The meaning thus is that ‘ one should do 
the acts of giving, etc. every day, except when he is initiated ’]. 

If the sentence were not taken as laying down an exception, — a^d if it 
were taken as containing a Prohibition, then there would have to be option.-, 
and this would be most improper, as already explained above. 

Prom all this it follows that the sentence lays down an exception 
(‘ Ppryuddsa’). 


Adhikabana (8) : The 1 Vartma-homa ’ {Roadside-offering) 

excludes the Ahavaniya Fire. 

SOTRA (16). 

What has been laid down as a special bule is to be taken as eab 

BEMOVED EKOM WHAT HAS BEEN LAID DOWN AS A GENEBAL 
RULE ; BECAUSE IT IS DOUBTFUL ; AND BECAUSE 
OPTION IS NOT PROPER. 

Bhasya. 

(A) In connection with the Jyotistoma we read—' Vartmani juhati \ 
[‘ Offers the libation on the road ’]. (B) Similarly in connection with the 

Rajasuya , we read—' V almlkavapamupagrhya juhuyat ’ [‘ One should collect 
the anthill and pour the libation upon that’]. — Then, there is the general 
declaration to the effect that ‘ When they pour libations into .the Ahavaniya 
Fire, then thereby one’s desired ends become accomplished ’—[which lays 
down the general rule that libations have to be poured into the consecrated 
Ahavaniya Fire]. 

In regard to all this, there arises the question— Do these two 
texts mean — (A) that ‘ at the Jyotistoma all the libations should be offered 
on the roadside and (B) that ‘ at the Rajasuya , all the libations are to be 
offered on the anthill ’ ? Or do they mean that there is to be option between 
these two receptacles (Roadside and Anthill) and the Ahavaniya Fire ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows : — “ Inasmuch as the Roadside and the Anthill 
have been laid down as serving the purpose of the offering of libations, no 
‘ combination ’ (of either of these two, with Ahavaniya) is possible; as the 
offering of the libations is accomplished by either one of them singly. That 
these serve the purpose of the offering has already been declared. — ‘ How ? ’• — 
There is the well-recognised principle that ‘ when a thing already accomplished 
and another yet to-be accomplished are spoken of together, the former 
subserves the purposes of the latter’. Nor can the ‘ Roadside ’ be taken 
as entirely excluding everything else ; as in that case all offerings into the 
Ahavaniya Fire would become excluded (which cannot be right). On the 
other hand, if we admit option, the offering into the Ahavaniya is preserved 
at least partially. [Hence this must be taken to be a case of option] ”. 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhantax — What has 
been laid down as a special rule is to be taken as far removed from — i.e. un- 
connected with — what has been laid down as a general rule ; — because it is 
doubtful. — “ How is it doubtful ? If the General is for the purpose indicating 

the Particular, then, it is already there in the Particular; if it is not for the 
purpose of indicating it, then it is not there ; it is in this sense that it is 
‘ doubtful ’. Or, it may be ‘ doubtful ’ in the sense that the General is not 
compatible with the Particular. Or it may be ‘ doubtful ’ in the sense 
that it subsists in that one Particular as well as in other Particulars.- — Such 
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being the case, the General Rule should not be operative when the 
Particular one is there. — “ JVhy ? ” — Became option ia not proper . 

“ Why is option not proper ? ” 

Answer— li the texts in question be taken as laying down the fact of the 
Roadside (and the Anthill) being the receptacle of the offering,— and option is 
admitted, — it would mean the ignoring of the said declaration under one of 
the optional alternatives ; so that the option would involve the assumption 
of something contrary to authoritative evidence. — If then, it be held that the 
texts in question do not lay down the fact of the Roadside and the Anthill 
being receptacles of the offering, — (and option is admitted) then also, under one 
of the optional alternatives, they would come to be used as such receptacle, 
which again would be contrary to authority ; and in this case there would 
be the further incongruity that the mention of the Roadside, though actually 
present in the text, would have to be regarded as not-significant. — It might be 
argued that — “ The presence of one alternative would be due to the needs of the 
situation, this need consisting in the accomplishment of the offering, and that is 
accomplished by the Ahavaniya Fire But that cannot be ; if the accom- 
plishment of the offering were the only thing needed, then it would naturally 
be accomplished by means of the Ahavaniya Fire; in the present instance, 
however, it is ■'further enjoined that the Roadside and the Anthill are to be 
the receptacle of the offering ; and this could not be accomplished by the 
securing of the Ahavaniya Fire ; and this not being done, it would mean 
the rejection of the declaration of the entire procedure. 

Says the Opponent — “ Even though the fact of the Roadside and the 
Anthill being the receptacle is also enjoined, yet, inasmuch as this fact 
would only be a qualification of the offering, it would only improve the nature 
of the offering,— the omission of it would however not make the offering 
defective ; because the said improvement could be effected through some 
other receptacle. Hence we conclude that there should be option”. 

Answer — This is not possible ; what is enjoined in the text is the con- 
nection between the offering and the receptacles in the shape of the Road- 
side and the Anthill ; .and it is this connection which is the principal factor, not 
the- offering ; so that until that connection has been brought about, the act 
Would not have been done in accordance with the Injunctions. 

Says the Opponent — “Even when the connection is enjoined, there 
are really two things that are enjoined,— *one being the object to be accom- 
plished, and the other the means by which that object is to be accomplished ; 
of these two, the object to be accomplished is- the principal factor ; and that 
is the offering. From this it follows that there should be option. Even 
when the connection is what* is enjoined, it is essential that the offering 
should be there; and when 'the offering is there, the Ahavaniya Fire would 
naturally be there *\ 

Answer — It is not so ; because the Ahavaniya Fire is not a part and 
parcel of the offering ; as in particular cases, it is not there at all. 

“ How is it possible for it not to be there ? ” 

Because in special cases it is not applicable, 

' ; “ Why is it not applicable ? ” 
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SHABARA-BHiSYA : 

When the Roadside and the Anthill are the receptacles of the offering, 
the fact of the Ahavaniya Fire being the receptacle does not come before 
the mind ; nor can it be carried into practice ; because when a certain act has 
been recognised as having the Roadside and the Anthill for its receptacle, it 
cannot be recognised, or performed, as having the Ahavaniya Fire for its 
receptacle. 

Says the Opponent — “ What the (injunctive) Verb means is that ‘ the 
act signified should be done in the manner in which it may be possible 
to do it * ; hence (inasmuch as it is possible for the offering to be made into 
the Fire), the Ahavaniya Fire would set aside the Roadside and the Anthill 
and become the receptacle of the offering.” 

Answer — This might be possible if the injunction (and use) of the 
Ahavaniya Fire were not possible without the setting aside of the Roadside and 
the Anthill. As a matter of fact, the act in question can be done in two 
ways : — (1) by rejecting the Roadside and the Anthill, and (2) by adopting 
them. If they were rejected, it would mean the ignoring of the Locative 
ending in the word ‘ vartmani’ (‘on the roadside’); hence it is better 
to adopt them. 

The Opponent — “ If the said receptacles were adopted, then that would 
involve the ignoring of the (injunctive) ending in the expression ' ahavaniyo 
bhavati * (‘ The Ahavaniya should be there *)”. 

Answer — We shall ignore it ; it may be that the notion of the Ahavaniya 
is there ; but why cannot the idea be there that it cannot be used ? And 
what cannot be used will not be used. 

Says the Opponent — “That which is called the general notion makes 
the act applicable to every one of the particular factors included in that 
general notion ; so that it lays down the use of the Ahavaniya at the Vartma- 
horna and other offerings, as also at other rites. Thus then, the Ahavaniya 
comes to be enjoined- at the Roadside Homa and other rites. The notion of 
‘ Ahavaniya * therefore that there is regarding the Homa at the Roadside cannot 
be ignored ; hence it can gain a footing only offer setting aside the Roadside 
Homa and other rites r 

The answer to this is as follows : — It is not so ; a term denoting a 
genus cannot denote individuals ; if it denoted them, it could not apply to 
the cow bom to-day ; as there has been no previous perception of that cow. 
To the genus, the term is applicable, because it has been perceived before 
(in the shape of the individuals already previously seen). It is for this 
reason that the genus does not denote the individuals. Consequently in 
regard to the Vartma-homa (Roadside Homa), there is no notion of ‘ Aha- 
vaniya \ — Even if it did denote it, it could ndl do so by direct denotation. 
Even if the genus did denote the individuals, it could not denote it by 
direct denotation, it could do so only by indirect indication ; and indirect 
indication would be set aside by direct denotation. From this it follows 
that, inasmuch as the Roadside and other places have been declared by Direct 
Declaration to be the place for the Vartma-homa (Roadside Homa) and other 
offerings, it is impossible for the Ahavaniya Fire to be recognised as the 
receptacle of those offerings and to be made such a receptacle in practice. 
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Says the Opponent—" It may he the other way about ; the Ahavaniya 
fire having been already recognised as the locus of the offering, there can 
be no notion of the Roadside being such a locus 

Answer — It might be so ; but the notion of ‘ roadside 5 and the rest 
in regard to particular offerings is obtained by direct denotation ; while that 
of the Ahavaniya Fire can be got at only by indirect indication ; and it has 
been already pointed out that the notion derived from Direct Declaration is 
more authoritative than that derived from indirect indication. 

"But the notion of ‘ Ahavaniya' in regard to the generic entity is also 
direct.” 

Answer — The notion of the ‘ roadside * also that one has in regard to a 
generic entity is direct ; as it is enjoined in regard to a particular Homa, 
and it does not qualify anything connected with what is not-homa. — From all 
this it follows that the Ahavaniya Fire shall be used for all the offerings 
except the Roadside and other specified libations. 


Adhikarana (9) : The injunction of 4 Seventeen Sami - 

dheni verses 5 relating to the 4 Vaimrdha 5 and other 
ectypal sacrifices is only a 4 supple- 
mentary statement 
S0TRA (17). 

[POrvapak§a — continued] — •“ When a» isolated injunction is 

DECLARED IN ITS UNALTERED FORM IN CONNECTION WITH A 
PARTICULAR SACRIFICE, IT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS SERVING 
THE PURPOSE OF EXCLUDING THE ARCHETYPAL 
ACCESSORIES ; AS IN THE CASE OF THE 

* AjyabhAga-offerings 
Bhasya. 

Without reference to any sacrifice, it is declared— ‘ One should recite 
seventeen Sdmidhems ’ ; — this is excluded from the archetypal Sacrifice 
by the number ‘ fifteen which has been specially enjoined in connection 
with that sacrifice, and .hence becomes relegated to the Ectypal sacrifices - 
then again, in another text, the same number * seventeen ’ has been men- 
tioned with special reference to the following ectypal sacrifices — ‘ Vaimrdha , 
Adkvarakal-pa, Pashu, Ohdturmdsyas, Mitravinda, Traidhdtam and Agra - 
yaneqti ’. 

We proceed to consider the question — What is the meaning of the 
reiteration of the number * seventeen 5 in reference to these particular 
ectypes? 

The Purvapak$a is as follows : — “ When an isolated injunction, — which 
has not been declared in the context of any particular sacrifice,— is declared 
again in its unaltered form in reference to a, particular ectype, — it serves the 
purpose of excluding the whole lot of accessories relating to the archetype ; 
so that the meaning of the injunction that ‘ at the Vaimrdha and other 
sacrifices, one should recite seventeen Sdmidhenis ’ is that no other arche- 
typal accessory should he adopted ; it does not mean that ‘ it is only at the 
Vaimrdha, etc. — and at no other ectypes— that the number of Sdmidhenis 
is to be seventeen 5 ; because this number has been ‘distinctly laid down in 
another text as appertaining to the other ectypes ; and hence it cannot be 
set aside.” 

SUTRA (18). 

[PUrvapaksa — concluded] — ■“ If there were a mention of modifica- 
tion, IT MIGHT BE FOR THE SAKE OF THAT.” 

Bhasya. 

“ In case any modification of the Sdmidheni verses had been mentioned, 
-the reiteration in question might have been taken as meant for that ; — as a 
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matte* of fact, however, no such modification has been heard of ; — hence it 
follows that the reiteration is for the purpose of excluding the archetypal 
accessories.” 

SUTRA (19). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, it should be taken as supplementary to 

THE PREVIOUS SENTENCE ; BECAUSE AN ISOLATED INJUNCTION 
IS NOT TAKEN IN BY THE SACRIFICE. 

Bhasya . 

The term ‘ vd 5 (‘ in reality ’) implies the rejection of tho above view. 

The sentence in question should be taken as supplementary to the previous 
sentence, — i.e. to the isolated injunction; hence the sentence in question — 
‘in connection with these particular ectypes {Vaimrdha, etc.), one should 
recite seventeen SdmidhBnis ’—means that this is not to be so at the other ectypes. 
—“Ill reference to the other ectypes, this number has been directly laid 
down, and as such it cannot be set aside ’’.—The answer to this is as follows — 
It is true that the number has been directly laid down in connection with the 
Sdmidhenis ; but this is not taken in by the sacrifice ; because it has no con- 
nection with any sacrifice (the declaration being found to be without reference 
to aiiy particular sacrifice). Nor does the declaration of the entire sacrificial 
procedure take in the number in question, when there is the other sentence 
(the one in question) which connects it with the particular ectypes, Vaimrdha 
and the, rest only. There is this distinct declaration to the effect that the 
number ‘ seventeen ’ which has been spoken of in the isolated passage (without 
reference to any particular sacrifice) appertains to the Vaimrdha and the 
rest ; — hence ectypes other than these cannot take in the said number. 
In fact, when it is not taken in by any sacrifice, the number ‘ seventeen ’ 
relating to the Sdmidhenis, being useless, would not be adopted, at all.— From 
all this it follows that the declaration relating to the Vaimrdha and the 
rest is supplementary to, and to be taken along with, the previous isolated 
injunction. — Objection — “ In this ease there is a syntactical split — (1) 
4 There are seventeen Sdmidhenis ’, and (2) ‘they are to be recited at the 
Vaimrdha and the rest’ ”, — -Answer — As a matter of fact, there are two 
distinct sentences here, and the second sentence (the one in question) lays 
down a particular detail in connection with that same thing which has been 
spoken of in the first sentence ; this is what is meant by its being a 
‘ supplementary sentence ’. 



Adhxkabana (10) : Injunctions ■ like * Prthivyai svaha ' 

should M taken as laying down the use of the syllable 
4 svaha 5 in connection with those offerings 
in relation to which the use of the 
syllable has not been laid down, 

SUTRA (20). 

Mantras cannot be taken as supplementary sentences, because 

WHAT IS LAID ->OWN IS A SUBSIDIABY DETAIL. 

Bhdsya. 

In reference to the Dctrvihoma we read — Prthivyai svaha — Aritariksdya 
svaha — Vdyave svaha,'. — There is also an isolated declaration — * Vasatkdrena 
va svdhakdrena vd devebhyo ‘annam pradiyate' [‘Food is offered to Deities 
with the syllable vasat, or with the syllable svaha 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is the former text supple- 
mentary to the latter, the meaning of the two sentences taken together 
being that * Inasmuch as food is offered to deities with the syllable Svahd , 
the mantras used should be Prthivyai svaha — Antank§dya svaha' ? — Or 
is thq former sentence not supplementary to the latter, — and what is meant 
(by the latter sentence) is that ‘ the syllable svaha, is to be used even at those 
sacrifices in* connection with which the use of that syllable has not been 
laid down ’ ? 

The Purvapaksa is that — “ in accordance with the principle arrived at 
in the preceding Adhikaraita, the first sentence must be taken as supple- 
mentary to the second ”, 

In answer to this, we have the following SiddMnta :■ — Mantras cannot be 
taken as supplementary sentences', because there can be no syntactical 
connection between an injunctive and a non-injunctive sentence, — the injunc- 
tive sentence being a Brdhma^a-text, while the non-injunctive sentence is a 
mantra-text. — Further, in the preceding Adhikarana it was found that there 
was no connection with any sacrifice, while in the present instance, such 
connection is manifest, in the sentence — ‘ Food is offered to deities with 
the syllable vaqat and the syllable svahd \ — as the offering is the principal 
act here. — Then again, a subsidiary detail is laid down, — the sense being that 
‘ at the Darvihoma, the mantra used should be in the form Prthivya svahd, 
not in the form Svahd prthivyai. — From all this it follows that at other 
Darvihomas also, the syllable svahd should be used. 
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S'DTRA (21). 

Also because it is • found usr the case wbebb rr has not been 

LAPP DOWN. 

Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact, even at those Ikmrihomas in connection with which 
the use of the syllable svahd has not been directly laid down, we find the 
syllable actually used ; as shown by the following text — ‘ Ghrtena dydvd - 
pfthivt apfneihdmUi audunibaryd vishdlehl juhoti dntrdt avasrdvayati 
Mmmiprapti avaM haroti ’ ; this clearly shows that the syllable ‘ svahd y 
to be used. 

S’DTRA (22). 

Also because thebe is pbohibition. 

Bha§ya. 

In some cases there is prohibition also — ‘ Na svdheti vachanam karoti,. 
mantrancha ndha 5 ; and the prohibition of a thing is possible only when 
its use is possible. 

From all this we conclude that the mantra is not a supplementary sentence ► 




Adhikarana (11) : The * Agm ’ cmd the ‘Atigrdhyas 5 should 
be taken as appertaining to the Ectype. 

SUTRA (23), 

[POrvapaksa — contmued]—“ Inasmuch as there is direct 

INJUNCTION OP THE f AgNI ’ AND OF THE ‘ AtIGRAHYA ’ IN 
RELATION TO THE ECTYPE, THERE CAN BE NO 
INDIRECT INDICATION OF IT. 

Bhasya. 



There is the declaration.- — (a) * Ya evanivicludnagn^lchmiu-ie ’ [‘ One who 
knowing this lays the Fire ’] ; and again ‘ Upastambhanam vet etad yajhasya 
yadatigrahyah ’ [‘ The Atigrdhyas serve as promoters of the sacrifice ’ ]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is, — or is not — the admission 
of the Agni and of the Atigrdhyas into the Ectype indicated by the Genera" 
Law ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows : — “ There can be no indirect indication 
of the Agni and of the Atigrdhyas in regard to the Ectype. The compound 
‘ Agnyatigrdhyam * is made up of ‘ Agni ’ and * A tigrdlvyaa — these do not come 
into the Ectype (by virtue ^pf the General Law). — Why ? — Because there is 
direct injunction oj them in relation to the Ectype, in the following passage — 
‘ Athato' gnimagnistomena yajati, tamukthena, tamatirdtrena, tarn chaturatrena, 
tam pahehardtrena, tam sadratreqa, tam saptardtrena, tamastaratrena, tam 
navardlrena, tam dashanltrena ’ ; and again, ‘ Yat prsthyeti grhniydt prancham 
yajham prsthdni sangrhrjeyuh yaduktheti grhniydt, etc.’ — When. the Agni and 
the Atigrdhyas have thus been directly enjoined in reference to an Ectype, 
it cannot be indicated by the General Law as admissible at another 
Ectype.” 


SUTRA (24), 


[ P d rv a p aks a — co ncluded] — “So also is the ‘ Taking up 

DURING THE MONTH.” 


Bhasya. 


Then again, there is the text— ‘The Atigrdhyas are 1 taken up month 
month.’ If the Atigrdhyas were already admissible under the General 
it would not be necessary to lay down this monthly ‘ taking up ’ ” 
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SUTRA (25). 

[Siddhanta] — In fact, it is included, as it stands' on the 

SAME FOOTING. 

Bhasya. 

In reality, the Atigrdhyas is actually included under the indications of the 
General Law ; there is no' difference between this and other accessories ; 
so that there is no reason why the other accessories should be included and 
this one should not be included. 

SUTRA (26). 

Also because we find indicative texts. 

Bhasya. 

We find texts indicative of the same conclusion- — (a) ' Karikachitam 
chinvita, Shlrsachitam chinmta yah Jcamayeta sushirsasmin loke sambhaveyam 
— again (&) ‘ Pahcha aihdrdnatigrdhydn grhyuxti\ — Here the texts speak of 
the particular features — of being of the shape of the Kahka and of belonging 
to Indra — of the Atigrdhyas ; and this clearly shows that it is admissible 
at the Ectype under the General Law. 

SUTRA (27). 

The inclusion would be parallel to the Injunction. 

Bhasya. 

It has been argued (under Su. 23) that “ there is an injunction of the 
Atigrdhyas in reference to an Ectype (hence it cannot be subject to indication 
under the General Law) ” — This has got to be refuted ; and the refutation 
is that, in regard to that Ectype with reference to which it has been directly 
enjoined, this injunction would be parallel, — i.e. in regard to the Archetype 
and to that particular Eotype, — whereas in connection with the other Ectypes, 
it would come in by virtue of the indications of the General Law. 

SUTRA (28). 

The mention of the * Monthly Taking up ’ is meant to prohibit 
repetition. 

Bhasya. 

Question — “ What explanation is there of the ‘ Monthly Taking up ’ 
(referred to under' Su. 24) ? ” 

Answer — That is for the purpose of prohibiting repetition ; the meaning 
being that ‘ they are taken up, not day after day, but only month by month ’ . 


Adhikarana (12) : The 4 Four-Slice oblation 5 is to be 
made up by the joining of the 4 UpastW'ami ’ 
and the 4 Abhighdrana'! . 

SUTRA (29). 

'[Purvapaksa — continued] — te The ‘Four-Slice’ oblation, should 

BE OUT OF THE PRIMARY SUBSTANCE, — BECAUSE THE VERY ORIGIN 
OF IT IS FOR THAT PURPOSE, AND BECAUSE THAT IS WHAT 
IS CONNECTED WITH THE e OBLATION- OFFERING AS FOR 
THE OFFERING OF CLARIFIED BUTTER, THAT COULD 
BE ADDITIONAL ; AS IT DOES NOT STAND ON THE 
SAME FOOTING, ITS ORIGIN BEING AS A 
SUBSIDIARY FACTOR JUST AS IN 
ORDINARY LIFE,” . 


In connection with the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifice, we read — * Chatura- 
vattam juhoti' [‘Offers the four-slice-oblation 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is this ‘ four-slice-oblation ’ 
to be made up with the ‘ Upastarana ’ and the ‘ Abhighdrana ’ [there being 
only two slices taken out of the primary substance, Cake] ? — Or are all the 
■* four-slices ’ to be taken out of the primary substance itself, — the ' Upas- 
tarana ’ and the ‘ Abhighdrana ’ being additional offerings ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows: — “Because the very origin of it is for that 
purpose, — i.e. the making of the Cake is for the purpose of being offered as 
ah oblation, in accordance with the text ‘ The Cake baked on eight pans 
and dedicated to Agni is not omitted on the Moonless and the Full Moon 
days ’,-r-and it has also been laid down that ‘ what is to be offered as an oblation 
has got to be made four-sliced ’,— and lastly, it is the Cake, along with the 
•* Upastarana ’ and ‘ Abhighdrana that is meant to be offered as an obla- 
tion, — therefore the * four-slicing ’ is to be done to the Cake. As for the 
offering of Clarified Butter [viz. : Upastarana and Abhighdrana], that would be 
additional, as it does not stand on the same footing # as the Cake ; because 
when the Cake is used as an oblation, the Clarified Butter comes in 
as its subsidiary factor. Thus then, though, along with the Clarified* 
Butter-offerings, the offering becomes ‘six-sliced’ yet, in so far as the 
actual oblation is concerned, it has been made only ‘ four -sliced ’ ; — as 
for instance, in ordinary life, when it is said that ‘ Devadatta is prasthabhuk 
(Eater of a seer)’, — even though along with the vegetables and other 
edibles, what he eats is actually more than a seer, yet, so far as the 
eating is concerned, it is only the seer that is mentioned, — the vege- 
tables, etc. being regarded as only aids to the Rice (of which a seen' 


is eaten). 5 






SUTRA (30). 

'PCrvapak?a — concluded] — “ Also because thebe is a declaration 

OF ITS BEING AN EMBELLISHMENT.” 

Bhagya. 

The ‘ Upastarana ’ and the ‘ Abhighdrana' have been actually declared 
in the following passage as being embellishments of the main oblation — 

4 Yadupastrndti abhighdrayati amrtahutimevaindm Jcaroti ’ ; from this it 
follows that the ‘four-sliced oblation’ to be offered is to be made out 
of the principal substance (Cake) as embellished with ‘ Upaatarana ’ and 
‘ Abhighdrana'.'’' 

SUTRA (31). 

[Siddhanta] — In beauty, it should be along with those 
two; because in connection with ‘ Svi§takrt’, 
it has been spoken of as made up by 

TWO ‘AbHIGHARANAS 5 AFTER 
A SINGLE slicing. 

Bhdsya. 

In reality, it should be, along with those two ; i.e. the * four-sliced oblation ’ 
is to be made up by securing two slices out of the Cake [the other two 
' slices * consisting of the U pastor ana and the Abhighdrana ] ; — because in 
connection with the SvistaTcrt it has been spoken of as made up by two * Abhi- 
ghdranas ’ after a single slicing (of the Cake), — in the text ‘ Sakrdu- 
pastj'ndti sakrdavadyati dvirabjiigharayati chaturavattasydptyai ’ [' One does 
the TJpastarana once, the slicing once, and does the Abhighdrana twice, 
in order to obtain the four-sliced -oblation *3 ; — this shows that the ‘four- 
sliced oblation’ is made up by two Abhigharanas ; in the other case (i.e. 
if there were tO'be ‘four slices’ out of the Cake itself) then, altogether, 
what would be obtained would be ‘ si»-slices\ 

Says the opponent— “ This text that you have put forward is a mere 
indicative ; please put forward some direct reason.” 

Answer — All that the text ‘ Offers the four-sliced oblation’ says is that 
the oblation should consist of the four-slices ; it says nothing as to whether 
it is to consist of the Cake or the Curd-Butter-Mixture ( Sdnndyya )« There 

is no such declaration as that ‘One should make four slices out of the 
substance meant for the offering’s all that is said is that the ‘four- 
sliced oblation* is to be offered; and if there were no such connection 
between the enjoined ‘four-sliced oblation’ and the ‘ offering ’, then the 
former would be absolutely useless. 

The opponent might argue thus— “ It would serve a useful purpose by 
becoming included ‘in the declaration of the entire procedure.” 

Answer — But that cannot be possible; so long as there is the direct 
declaration — * offers the four-sliced oblation ’ — which lays down the direct 
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relationship of the offering— there can be no room for any other ‘ declaration of 
procedure’ ; — In this direct declaration, there is no such distinction made 
as that ‘ the slices are to be obtained from what is meant for that 
purpose, . and not from what is not meant for that purpose ’ ; all that 
it says is that ‘an oblation consisting of four -slices should be offered’, — 
the Jour slices being obtained either from what is meant for that pur- 
pose or from what is not meant for that purpose. In acting in accord- 
ance with this, the Direct Declaration becomes duly honoured; while 
in the other case, it is only Syntactical Connection that would be followed 
and what is laid down in the injunction * Slices twice out of the offer- 
ing material’ would have to be regarded as an optional alternative to the 
offering of the ‘four-sliced oblation’. Further, the declaration quoted 
above could, in this case, either be a description of what .does not exist, 
or be taken as setting up another optional alternative. But in reality 
as, in one case, the thing would be non-existent, there cannot be option. 

From all this it follows that the 4 four-sliced oblation ’ should be made 
up with the ‘ Upastarana ’ and the * Ahhighdrana\ 

SUTRA (32). 

Also because there is a passage where the oblation 

HAVING BEEN SPOKEN OP AS ONE COMPOSITE WHOLE, 

ALL ITS COMPONENTS ARE DETAILED IN 
DUE ORDER. 

Bhasya. 

There is the following passage — ■* Chatvari vaitdni devadadhdnyavadandni r 
Yadupastrnati tadanuvakyayai, Yal purvamavadanam tad ydjydyai , Yadutta- 
ram tad devatayai, Yadabhigharayati tad vasathdrdya ’ ; here the four slices of 
the ‘ four-sliced oblation ’ having been described, the several components 
thereof have been detailed, in the shape of Anuvdfcyd and the rest, — which 
shows the inclusion of Upastarana and the rest. From this it follows that the 
‘four-sliced oblation’ is to be made up with the ‘ Upastarana ’ and the 
‘ Abhighdrana — The term ‘ dadha ’ in this passage ( ‘ dadbani ’ ) denotea 
share, as is found also in such assertions as ‘ Kahkataya dadham, Napitaya 
dadham ’ ; so that the expression ‘ devadadhdni ’ means shares of the Deities. 


. Adhikabana (13): The * Four -sliced oblation 9 is essential 
at the 4 Upamshuydja ’ also . 

SUTRA (33). 

JTqbvafaksa] — “ Like the number ‘seventeen’, this should be 

RESTRICTED.” 

Bhasya. 

In connection with the Darsha-Purnamasa, there is theUpamshuyaja ; 
then there is the injunction that ‘ the four-sliee-oblation is to be offered 

In regard to this, there arises the question —Should the four-sliced- 
. oblation be offered at the Upamshuydja-— or not ? 

The Purvapahaa is as follows : — “ Like the, number * seventeen ’, it should 
be restricted : in the ease of the number ‘seventeen’, which has been 
laid down in an isolated text, and mentioned again in connection with a 
few specially named Ectypes, it has been decided that, on the strength of 
the supplementary sentence, the said number should be restricted to those 
named- Ectypes (Vide Sutras 17 et seq. above); in the same manner, the 
* four-sliced oblation ’ also, dependent as it is upon * Upastarana ’ and 
‘ Abhigharana’ , should be restricted to those two latter, where the offerings 
consist of Vegetables and Curd -Butter ; — and hence it should not be offered 
at the Upamshuydja (where there is no Upastarana or Abhigharana ).” 

SUTRA (34). 

[Siddhanta]— In fact, inasmuch as it is an accessory of the 

OFFERING MATERIAL, IT SHOULD BE REGARDED AS REALLY 
MEANT TO BE SO. 



The term ‘tax’ (‘in fact’) implies the rejection of the view just set 
forth. 

It is not right that there should be no ‘Pour-sliced oblation’ at the 
Updmshuy&ja; as a matter of fact, the ‘Pour-stioed oblation ’ has been 
enjoined as an accessory pf the Homa-offering ; and as such, it should find 
place at the Homa-offering in connection with the Upamshuydja also - 
hence at this sacrifice also the ‘ Four -slices ’ should be secured. 

It has been argued that there can be ‘ Pour shoes’ oifiy ofit of 
Vegetables and Curd-Butter, because it is based upon the Upastarana and 
the Abhigharaiia. — But as a matter of fact, the mention of Upastarana and 
Abhigharana is not supplementary to the 4 Four-sliced oblation’; — in the 
same manner in which the sentence ‘ one should recite seventeen Sdmidhehis 
41 
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is to the Mitrabinda and others, on the ground of the sequence of the 
number ‘ seventeen’. In the present instance, the sentences are not to be 
construed as — 4 Four slices should be made, — how ? — by doing Upastarana 
and Abhighdrana. 5 ; they are to be construed to mean— 4 one should offer the 
substance equipped with the Four slices, — there should be Upastarana of 
the substance, as also Abhighdrana of it ’ ; — in a case where the offering of the 
‘Four-sliced oblation’ is accomplished by means of the Upastarana and 
Abhighdrana of the offering-substance, the ‘four slices’ need not be got out 
of the principal substance (Cake); while in a case where the 4 Four- sliced 
oblation’ is not accomplished without the slicing of the principal substance, 
the four slices have got to be- made out of that substance. In the present 
case, what is meant is that a ‘Four-sliced oblation’ should be offered in 
Roma, — not that the four slices should be got at from this or that 
substance. — From this it follows that the ‘Four-sliced oblation’ should be 
offered at the Updmshuydja also. 


' 
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Adkikabana (14) : The mention of the * Agneya 9 and 
* Aindragna 5 .is a reiteration of those relating to 
the Darslm-Purimrmsa. 

SUTRA (35). 

[PObvapaksa (A)]— “ The text beginning with the word « PurodI- 

SHABHYIm ’ SHOULD BE TAKEN AS THE INJUNCTION OF THE TWO 
OAKES FOR THOSE ENTITLED TO IT, — BECAUSE THEY HAVE 
BEEN ENJOINED BY THAT INJUNCTION; AS IN TB& 

CASE OF THE VaISHYASTOMA.” 

Bhdsya. 

In conneotion with the Darsha-Purnamdsa, we read — ‘ Puroddshabhydm 
asomaydjinam yajayet — yavetau dgneyashchaindrdgnashcha * [‘For one who 
is not a Soma-sacrificer, one should perform the sacrifice with only the two 
cakes — the one dedicated to Agni and the other dedicated to Indra-AgnV], 

In regard to this, there arises the following question — (a) Is this 
sentence supplementary to the general injunction of the performance of the 
Daraha-Pumuimdaa, — [i.e. the injunction* Desiring heaven, one should perform 
the Darsha-Purnamdsa ■ the meaning of the two together being — ‘ Desiring 

heaven, one should perform the Darsha-Purnamdsa, — with these two cakes 
(one dedicated to Agni and the other dedicated to Indra-Agni), if he 
happens to be one who is not a Soma-Sacrificer * ? — Or (6) does it contain 
the injunction of two entirely distinct acts, — the meaning being that * one 
should perform the sacrifice with those two additional cakes as described’ ? 
— Or (c) is it an injunction meant for the performance of the subsidiary 
details,— the meaning being that * the Priest should perform the sacrifices 
with these two cakes 1 ? — Or (d) is it an injunction of time, — the sense being 
that ‘one should perform the sacrifice with these two cakes at the time 
that he is not engaged in the Soma-sacrifice ' ? — Or (e) is it the injunction of 
the offering of the cake dedicated to Indra-Agni , and the reiteration of that 
of the cake dedicated to Agni ?— Or (/) is it the reiteration of both these 
cakes t — These are the various views possible on the subject. 

The PUrvapakpa (A) is as follows — “ It is supplementary to the general 
injunction of the Darsha-PHn^amdsa, — i.e. to the injunction, ‘ Desiring 
heaven, one should perform the Darsha-Purnamdsa ’ $ and the sense of the two 
sentences is that — ‘ If one who is not a Soma-sacrificer should desire heaven, 
he should perform the sacrifice with these two cakes.’ — Why so ? — Because 
they ham hden enjoined by that injunction ; it is the two cakes already enjoin- 
ed by the general injunction that have been referred to in the text in 
question: hence they do not constitute additional offerings? all that the 
text does is to connect, by Direct Declaration, the activity of the man who is 
• not a Soma-sacrificer with the two cakes. It is not the Ume4h at is laid down ; 
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as this could only be indirectly indicated ; and Direct Declaration is more 
authoritative than Indirect Indication. And further, in that case it would 
come to this that either the two named Cakes would not be offered by the 
Soma-sacrific&r, or the Sdnnayya-ofiering would not be offered by one who is 
not a Soma-saarifieer. That is to say, if it is the Non-Soma-sacrificer that is 
predicated (by the sentence in question) with reference to the two cakes, 
then this Non-Soma-sacrificer would have nothing to do with the offering of 
Sawndyya (Curd -Butter) ; and in that case the presence of the particle ‘era' 
('only’) becomes justified; the sense being that ‘the Non-Soma-sacrificer 
should sacrifice with the said two cakes only, not with the Curd-Butter ’ ; — 
on the other hand, -if it is the two cakes that are predicated with reference 
to the Non-Soma-sacrificer, then these cakes would have no connection 
with the Soma-sacrificer ; and in that case the presence of the particle ‘ eva\ 

( e only ’ ) would have to be regarded as wrongly placed, — the proper place for it 
being after * asomaydjinam ’, and the sentence should read as — ‘ Purodd- 
shdbhyamasomayajinameva' [‘The non-Soma-sacrificer only should sacrifice 
with the two cakes’]; just as we find in the following text — ‘ Yam&va 
vidyah shuchimapramattam medhavimvm brahvnacharyopapcmnam Yaste na 
d/ruhyet kaiamachcha ndha, tasmai mam bruyd nidhipdya brahman ’ ; 
[Says the Veda — *"0 Brahmana, expound me to that keeper of treasures 
whom you know to be pure, vigilant, intelligent, equipped with the 
qualities of the Religious Student, one who hates you not, and who does 
not disclose it to anyone’], — that the particle ‘eva* is wrongly placed, — it 
should have followed * Shuchim ’ ; the meaning being ‘ one whom you know to 
be pure only ’ ; while the form used is ‘ Yameva vidyah shuchim ’ ; so also in 
the text in question, the particle * eva ’ is wrongly placed. — Thus then, we 
find that under both the possible constructions, the sentence in question is 
supplementary to the general injunction; in both ways therefore we have 
the above Purvapaksa. — Just us in the case of the Vaishyastoma, the sentence 
* The Vaishya should perform the sacrifice of the Vaishyastoma ’ has been 
regarded as supplementary to the ^general injunction, so should also the 
sentence in question be.” 

SUTRA (36). 

[POrvapaksa (B) — continued] — “ But the general injunction 

DOES NOT PERTAIN TO ANY SUCH ACT AS IS NOT ESSENTIAL; 

IT IS RELATED TO WHAT IS ESSENTIAL ; HENCE THE 
SENTENCE IN QUESTION CANNOT BE TAKEN 
AS SUPPLEMENTARY.” 

Bhasya. 

The particle f lu' (‘but’) implies the rejection of the above view. 

“ It is not right that the sentence in question is supplementary to the 
general injunction ; the Dar aha - Pwriiamasa are essential (compulsory) 
sacrifices, as is clear from the declaration * One should perform the Danrsha- 
Purnamasa sacrifices as long as he Ikies' ; and at these sacrifices, the two 
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cakes in question (Agneya and Aindrdgna) are essential, as helping in the 
fulfilment of the desired result. — It cannot therefore be right that these 
should be taken as laid down for the Non-Somct- sacrificer, who is a variable 
factor (not inseparable from the Darsha-Pumamasa). — -Why? — Because it 
cannot be right that the two Cakes must always be there at the Darsha- 
Purnamasa, and yet be helpful to the Non-Soma-sacrificer only. As a matter 
of fact, the injunction of the Cakes is related to the 'fentire composite 
sacrifice of the Darsha-Purnamasa which is essentia^ and compulsory. 
Hence the mention of the Non-Soma-sacrificer cannot be supplementary to 
the general injunction; it contains, in fact, the original injunction of two 
entirely distinct offerings. The construction of the sentences is not that 
‘the Non-Soma- sacrifice is predicated of the two cakes that have been 
enjoined in connection with Darsha-Purnamasa ; in fact, the construc- 
tion is that ‘if the Non-Soma-sacrificer desires heaven, he should offer 
the cake dedicated to Agni and the cake dedicated to Indra-AgnV , so that 
these two offerings are what are predicated and enjoined ; and when they 
are so enjoined, they must be distinct from the corresponding offerings (under 
the ordinary Darsha-Purnamasa ) ; and in that case the expression ‘ Yau etau ’ 
in the sentence in question (which seems to identify the two. cakes mention- 
ed with the two cakes offered under the Darsha-Purnamasa) can refer only 
to the detail relating to those two cakes. — This case is analogous to the 
case of the text * Btasyaiva revatlsu vdramntiyamagnistoma krtvd, etc.' 
[Vide Sutra 2. 2. 27, where the singing of the Varavantiya-Saman has been 
found to be a distinct act]; — The term * eva ’ (‘ only ’) also shall, in this case, 
have the sense of ‘ punah’ (‘again 5 ); just as in the sentence ‘ Ktsirena 
bhuktva devadattah ksirenaiva bhuhjlta ’ , where the meaning is that ‘having 
eaten with milk, he should, eat again with milk ’ ; so in the case in question 
also, the meaning is that ‘The two cakes that have been laid down by the 
injunction of the Darsha-Purnamasa , for both the Soma-sacrificer and the 
Non- Soma sacrificer, are again enjoined for the Non-Soma-Sacrifieer’, — 
which means that ‘The sacrifice for the Non-Soma-Sacrifieer should be 
performed with the two cake-offerings, the details relating to which should 
be those same that relate to the corresponding cakes forming part of the 
Darsha-Purnamasa 

SftTRA (37). 

[PfiEVAPAKSA (B) — continued] — “Ip it were as suggested in 
P t?BYAPAK§A (A), THERE COULD BE HO CONNECTION 
WITH WHAT IS ONLY A PART; BECAUSE THE 
PERFORMER IS THE PRINCIPAL 
FACTOR.” ■ 

Bhaqya. 

‘‘Even if the sentence in question were supplementary to the General 
Injunction (of the Darsha-Purnamasa ), no connection would be possible 
between the two cakes and the performer in the shape of the Non-Soma- 
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Sacriftcer. If the sentence is supplementary to the general Injunction, 
the performer would be indicated as the predominant factor; this pre- 
dominance cannot be possible unless there is a result (accruing to the 
performer ; which fact alone makes him the predominant factor) ; — the tnoo 
cakes however which form part of the Darsha-Pu mamasa sacrifices are 
not conducive to any result; — nor can a result be assumed on the strength 
of the Direct Declaration ; because the declaration is^. amenable to another 
construction.— -For this reason also the sentence in question cannot be 
supplementary to the General Injunction.” 

SUTRA (38). 

[PUrvapaksa (B) — concluded) — “Ik the case of the Vaishya- 

STOMA, IT IS SO BECAUSE IT IS A COMPLETE WHOLE 

IN ITSELF.” 

Bhasya. 

“It has been asserted that it should be like the Yaishyastoma . — But in 
the case of the Vaishyastoma, it is only right that it should be so, as it is 
not the part of anything else [it is a whole by itself], and hence it can 
be conducive to results ; nor is there, in that case, any connection between 
what is essential (compulsory) and what is not- essential. Hence the case 
in question is not analogous to that of the Vaishyastoma” 

SUTRA (39). 

[PfTRVAPAKSA (C)] — “ It SHOULD BE TAKEN AS PERTAINING TO 

the Performer.” 


Bhasya 

[Says Purmpaksin (C)] — “ If you think that the sentence cannot bo 
supplementary to the General Injunction,- — we assert as follows : — It cannot 
be taken as the original injunction of two distinct acts; as in that case, 
the expression ‘ Ywretmi', being incomplete by itself, would have to be taken 
in its indirect indicative sense. — ‘ Then what should-be the explanation ? ’ — 
It should be taken as an injunction meant for the performer of the subs.itU.ury 
acts,— i.e. the person who performs the subsidiary, not the primary, act. 
The verb in the text is ‘ Ydjctfy wi^h the causal, affix, which directly means 
that the act denoted is to be done by the person who is only the promptmg 
agmt; and it is only by indirect indication that it signifies the performer of 
the sacrifice itself. Another advantage of this, explanation would be this, 
that any relationship between the; a,nd the <non-tisse.ntiaX would 

not have to be postulated nor would it be necessary fco assume the result 
as following from a part of the sa<?riftpe ; and lastly, the injunction addressed 
to. the prompter of the sacrifice, —in the text lay mg down that ‘ the Non- 
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Soma-sacrificer is to be made to offer the sacrifice’, — would be conducive 
to some sort of prosperity.” 

SUTRA (40). 

[Refutation of Purvapaksa ((7)] — Not so ; because it being 

ALREADY KNOWN AS SERVING A SUBSIDIARY PURPOSE. 

NO USEFUL PURPOSE CAN BE SERVED BY LAYING 
IT DOWN AGAIN. 

Bhdsya. 

It. cannot be, as has been just suggested, that the injunction is one for 
the performer of the subsidiary act; as a matter of fact, the performer of 
the subsidiary act, who is subordinate to the performer of the main act, is 
already included under the injunction of this main act ; — nor do we find 
any separate result as following from the subsidiary act; — -nor is it possible 
to assume such a result, — as the Parasrmipada ending used precludes Buch 
an assumption. There can be no useful purpose served by the enjoining 
of what is already known (as included in another injunction). ^ What 
is possible is that the sentence may be a reiterative reference to what is 
already known by implication, for the purpose of laying down the offering 
of the two Gakes. — It cannot be taken as a case of Preclusion '; as that is 
always beset with a threefold incongruity. Lastly, it is impossible for the 
Soma-sacrificer to be there without the performer of the subsidiary acts. 
From all this it follows that the sentence contains the original injunction 
of two distinct acts [as set forth under Purvapaksa (B)j. 

StlTRA (41). 

[POrvapaksa (D)] — “ In fact, the sentence should be taken, 

ON THE BASIS OF THE INDICATIVE WORD, AS AN INJUNCTION 
OF TIME, IN CONNECTION WITH THE TWO ACTS ; AS 
SUBSIDIARY DETAILS ARE SUBJECT TO THAT LAW.” 

Bhdsya. 

The term 'tu' (* ih fact’) implies the rejection of the above view. 

“ The sentence in question cannot be taken as the original injunction 
of two distinct acts; what is really declared in it is the time for the two 
acts ; and it is not possible for it to be taken as enjoining the two cakes for 
the Non-Soma-Sacrificer. — Why ? — Because it is subject to that law ; the ‘ law ’ 
referred to is that embodied in Sutra 4. 4. 6 ; that same law is applicable 
to the present case also ; the meaning therefore of the sentence is that 
‘these two cakes are to be offered during the Darsha-Piirnamasa, at that 
time at which the Soma-Sacrifice is not performed.’ — * What would be the 
advantage of this explanation ? ’ — There would be no incongruity of having 
to assume a distinct result ; because when the statement is taken as pertain- 
ing to the whole composite sacrifice itself — [Read ‘ Samuddyapara ieyate\ 
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as in MS. ( G )] , — then there would be only one result following from all the acts 
taken together. — It is quite possible for the particular indicative -in the 
shape of the Non-performance of the Soma-Sacrifice to indicate a definite 
point of time ; so that the meaning is that at the time thus indicated, 
one should offer the two cakes, not the Curd- Butter-mixture 

SUTRA (42). 

[Refutation of Purvapaksa (D)]— But if the Gurd-Butter- 
Mixture is for the Soma-Sacrificer, then there can 

BE NO INHERENT RELATIONSHIP WITH THE TWO 
CARES, — BECAUSE THE TIMES ARE DIFFERENT. 

Bhasya. 

The particle < tu > (‘but’) implies the rejection of the above view. 

If the Curd- Butter -Mixture is for the Soma-Sacrificer, then the declara- 
tion in question cannot be taken as indicating the time. As a matter of 
fact, the Curd-Butter-Mixture is really for the Soma-Sacrificer ; when this 
is absolutely certain, there can be no casting of doubt on that fact. There 
is this saying to that effect — ‘If the scriptures are authoritative, then 
people have reached the highest state ’ ( ?).—•' There is the direct declaration to 
the effect that ‘ The Non-Soma-Sacrificer should not use the Curd-Butter- 
Mixture \ — Such being the case, the sentence in question cannot be taken 
as indicating the time. — Why so ? — Because no relationship is known to 
subsist between the Curd-Butter -Mixture and the two cakes; — as the times 
are different; the two cakes are offered before the Soma-Sacrifice, while 
the , Curd-Butter-Mixture comes in after that sacrifice ; and then too, as it 
is already there, no effort need be made for that mixture. — For these 
reasons, the sentence in question, pertaining as it does to a different point 
of time, cannot be taken as indicating time ; it has to be taken as enjoining 
distinct acts [as set forth under Purvapaksa (0)]. 

SUTRA (43). 

[PtlRV APAK§ A (E)]— “Or, INASMUCH AS IT HAS BEEN ALREADY 
ENJOINED ELSEWHERE, WHEN IT IS DECLARED AGAIN, AND A 
QUESTION ARISES REGARDING THIS, — THIS SECOND 
DECLARATION SHOULD BE TAKEN AS LAYING DOWN 

the Deity -pair; that the AgnEya is not 

MEANT TO BE ENJOINED HAS BEEN FOUND 
TO BE THE CASE IN REGARD TO THE 
ONE-DEITY OFFERING.” 



The term l api vd ’ (‘ or ’) implies the rejection of the above view. 

. “The sentence cannot be taken as the injunction of a distinct act ; it is 
only a reiteration of the Agneya Cake, which has been already enjoined 

■ .. ziWMilUiU*) ii ; ‘ 
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elsewhere ; as a matter of fact, the Agniya Cake has been already enjoined 
in the text — ‘ Yaddgneyo ’ stakapdlo * mdvdsydyam paurnama&ydiicha chyuto 
bhavati ’. But the sentence in question can be taken as the injunction of 
the Aindrdgna Cake ; as this (cake dedicated to the joint deity, Indra- 
Agni) has not been enjoined in connection -with either of the two sacrifices 
{ Darsha and Purnamdsa). So that the sentence may be taken as enjoining 
the Aindrdgna Cake in connection with the Purnamdsa sacrifice,— where- 
in it is not already known to be admissible. As for the Agneya, it has 
been mentioned as not really meant , to be laid down (by the text in 
question) ; — as it has been already enjoined in the other text (quoted above) 
in connection with both the Darsha and the Purnamdsa ; further, it is also 
found mentioned in yet other texts— (a) ‘ Quarters the Agneya Cake ' ; again 
(b) in connection with the Sdkamprasthdpya— 4 After having offered the two 
Ajyabhdga offerings, one offers the- Agneya Cake’. — [So the sentence contains 
the mere reiteration of the Agneya, but the injunction of the Aindrdgna Cake.] 

SUTRA (44). 

[Refutation of Purvapaksa (E )] — “ In fact, Badarayana 
HOLDS IT TO BE AN INJUNCTION.” 

Bhasya. 

The term Hu' (‘in fact’) implies the rejection of the above view also. 

It is not right that * the ' sentence contains a reiterative reference to the 
Agneya Cake, but an injunction of the Aindrdgna Cake’ ; in fact, it should 
foe taken as the injunction of time relating to both the Cakes.— “Why ? 
Because the teacher Badarayana has held the opinion that the offering 
of the Curd-Butter -mixture comes before the Soma-sacrifice also ; we find 
this mixture laid down for the Non-Soma-sacrificer also, in the text — 
4 Tadu sannayet ’ ; again, ‘ Tathehasmahurgopayandh sdnndyyamevasoma- 
ydjinah ’. From all this it follows that the text servos the purpose of lay- 
ing down the time. 

SUTRA (45), 

[SlDDHANTA] — As A MATTER OF FACT, ON. ACCOUNT OF THE 
COGNITION OF WHAT HAS BEEN FORBIDDEN [THE 
TEXT CAN BE ONLY A REITERATIVE 
REFERENCE TO BOTH 

^ ' the Cakes]. 

Bha§ya . 

The term 4 va' (‘as a matter of fact’) implies the rejection of the view 
just set forth. 

The sentence is not an injunction of time ; — nor is it the original injunc- 
tion of two distinct acts; — nor is it a reiterative reference to the Agniya 
and an injunction of the Aindrdgna Cake;— the fact of the matter is 
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that it is a reiterative reference to both the Cakes. — “ How so ? ” — 
As a matter of fact, the sentence is meant to lay down the Curd-Butter- 
Mixture for the Soma-Sacrifieer (as held by the Purvapaksin himself) ; 
hence it cannot be an injunction *t>f the Aindrdgna Cake either; because 
if it were so taken, there would be a syntactical split. In fact, the 
sentences are to be explained as follows: — ‘These two Cakes are 
known as to be offered by the Non-Soma-Sacrificer , — and for the Soma- 
Sacrifieer, the Curd-Butter -Mixture also,- — but the Non-Soma-Sacrificer 
should be made to offer the two Cakes Agneya and Amdrdgna only, 
while the Soma-Sacrifieer should be made to offer the Curd-Butter-Mix- 
ture Thus, while one sentence lays down the Curd -Butter-Mixture for 
th e> Soma-Sacrificer, the other lays down the two Cakes for the Non- 
Soma-Sacrificer. For these reasons (since both the Cakes are found 
to be already enjoined elsewhere), the text in question should be taken 
as a mere reiterative reference to the two Cakes. 


SUTRA (46). 

To THE SAME EFFECT WE FIND AN INDICATIVE TEXT. 


Bhasya. 


Another text also indicates this same conclusion, and shows that no dis- 
tinct acts are laid down in the sentence in question. — “ How ? ” — There is 
the text — •* Ghaturdasha paurnama sydm ahutayo huya/nte, trayodasha cvma- 
msydydm ’ [which speaks of fourteen offerings at the Paurnamasa sacri- 
fice and thirteen at the Darsha sacrifice]. If the text in question laid 
down two distinct offerings, then the number of offerings at the two 
sacrifices would be more (than 14 and 13). 


§ . iff ■ : ' - - - . ■■ ■■■-• ■ . : 



Adtoxaeaha (15) : The 4 Dhruvajya (Clarified Butter 
contained in the Dhruva-vessel) is the material 
offered at the Updmshuyaja. 

SUTRA (47). 

[PCrvapaksa]— “ In connection wits the sacrifice laid 

DOWN IN THE TEXT * UPAMSHUYAJA IS TO BE OFFERED 
IN THE INTERVAL — JNASMtJCH AS THERE IS NO 
DIRECT DECLARATION OR. INDICATION OF THE 
OFFERING-MATERIAL, IT SHOULD BE . 

UNDERStOOD TO BE ANYTHING 
THAT ONE MAY LIKE.” 

Bhasya. 

In connection with the Darsha-Pumamasa, we read — ‘ Upamshuyd - 
jamantara yajati ’ [‘ Updmshuyaja is to be offered in the interval ’]. 

In regard to the substance to be used at this sacrifice, there arises the 
question — Is there no restriction ? Or is the choice limited to any one Sub- 
stance ? 

The PurvapaTcsa is as follows : — “ 3STo form of substance is found to be- 
declared anywhere, — hence it may be taken that one may do as One likes. 
— Objection — >* But the form of the substance has been declared in the text 
Ajyasyaiva navupdmshu paurnamdsydrn yajan* [where Ajya, Clarified Butter, 
is spoken of as the substance to be offered at the Updmshuyaja] ; hence 
Olarijied Butter should be the substance used at the Updmshuyaja — 
Answer — Even so, there is no restriction, any Clarified Butter may be 
taken up and offered at the sacrifice.” 

StJTRA (48). 

[SlDDHANTA] — I n FACT, IT SHOULD BE THAT CONTAINED IN 

the Dhruva-vessel, as this is the substance 

CONNECTED WITH ALL. 

Bhapya. 

The offering should be made out of the Clarified Butter contained in the 
Dhruva-vessel, and not any and every Clarified Butter! — Why ? — Because this 
is the substance connected with all; Le. the said Clarified Butter is connected 
with all sacrificed, as declared in the following text — ‘The Clarified 
Butter that is contained in the Dhruvd is what has been obtained for 
the purpose of all sacrifices’.— Hence the offering in question should be 
made out of the Clarified Butter contained in the Dhruva-vessel. 


Adhikarana (16) : At the ‘ Updmshuyaja the deity 
is the same as that at the Original Primary 
Sacrifice. 

SUTRA (49). 

[PCtrvapak^a] — The same should be the case with the 
Deity also*-’ 

Bhdsya. 

In regard to the Deity of the Updmshuyaja, there arises the question — 
Is there no restriction ? Or is there a restriction ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows : — “ Just as, under the Purvapaksa of the 
preceding Adhikarana, there is no restriction regarding the substance , so in 
the same manner, there should be no restriction regarding the deity. — 'Objec- 
tion- — ‘ But Agni and Soma have been enjoined as the Deities.’- — Answer — , 
That text is more like a narrative statement than like an Injunction,— 
Objection — ‘In that case we should take the deities to be enjoined in the 
texts Visnurupamshu yastavyah, etc. etc.’ — Answer — It has been already 
explained that the texts referred to serve the purpose of avoiding the 
defect of ‘ Jami ’ [Vide Sutra, 2. 2, 9 et. seq.], and as suoh, are purely 
declamatory. — From all this it follows that there can be no restriction 
regarding the deity at the Updmshuyaja 

SUTRA (50). 

[Siddhanta] — It should be one of those related to the entire 

PERFORMANCE— ON THE BASIS OF THE CONTEXT. 

Bhasya. . 

There can be no sacrifice without a Deity ; — -there can be no idea of the 
deity unless there is a declaration to that effect;— the deity enjoined in 
connection with one sacrifice can have no connection with another sacrifice ; — 
hence we should connect the Updmshuyaja with someone of the several 
deities connected with the Context and thus deduce the required deity; and 
as the needs of the situation would be met by one deity, we may take it to 
be anyone of those connected with the Context, 



Adhikarana ( 17 ): At the ( Upamshuyaja \ the deities 
should he Yisnu and the rest, and it should he 
performed during the Paurnamasa sacrifice. 

SUTRA (51). 

[PCrvapaksa (A)] — “ Prajapati should be the Deity, because 

OF THE CHARACTER.” 



It has been explained that the deity should be one of those connected 
with the Context.— Now there arise the following questions: — As among 
those connected with the Context, is there no restriction ? — Or should it be 
Prajapati ? or Agni ? or Visnul Should the Upamshuyaja be performed 
during the Darsha sacrifice ? Or during the Purnamasa sacrifice, the deity 
being Yisnu only? Or should the Upamshuyaja be performed at both 
( Darsha and Purnamasa) and there should be option regarding the deity? 
Or should the Upamshuyaja be performed during the Purnamasa sacrifice 
only, Visnu and the rest being the deities ?— These are the views possible here. 

The Purvapaksa (A) is as follows — “ Prajapati should be the deity } — 
why? — because of the character', the ‘character’ of * Upamshu ’, silence , 
belongs to Prajapati alone ; as is clear from the declaration that « At the 
sacrifice, whatever is done in connection with Prajapati should be done in 
silence ’ ; — and inasmuch as the sacrifice in question is named ‘ Upamshu V 
it follows that verily silence is its characteristic ; that is to say, there is to 
be no loudness in connection with the sacrifice itself or in connection 
with its accessories ; from this it follows that Prajapati\is the deity connected ■ 
with it ; as it is Prajapati who has the character of ‘silence’; if there 
were any other deity, loudness would come into the sacrifice.” 

SUTRA (52), 

[POrvapaks?a (B)] — “ But there is no indication of the Deity ; 

THE EXPRESSION IN THIS CONNECTION IS EXTREMELY WEAK; 

HENCE THE DEITY SHOULD BE DETERMINED BY 
PRIORITY OF CLAIM.” 

Bha§ya. 

The term ‘ tu ’ (‘but’) implies the rejection of the view set forth above. 

“ It is" not right that Prajapati should be the deity at the Upamshuyaja ; 
in fact, the deity should be Agni, who is the most important among the 
deities connected with the Contfext. — The character of ‘silence’, — declared 
in the text ‘ One should offer sacrifices to Prajapati in silence — does not 
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indicate Prajapati as the deity (of the Upamshuyaja). — ‘But silence is a 
•character belonging to Prajapati » as declared in the text that whatever is 
■done for Prajapati should he done in silence*. — The answer to this is as 
follows — This text has the form of a reiterative reference, and hence it must 
be regarded as a mere declamation commendatory of the injunction that 
* The offering to Prajapati should be made in silence’. — In this connection ,- — 
i.e. at the Upamshuyaja — the expression is extremely weak [i.e. not sufficiently 
expressive]. From all this it follows that Prajapati cannot be the deity at 
the Upamshuyaja ; that deity should be Agni who is the most important 
among those connected with the Context.” 

SUTRA (53). 

£Purvapaksa (C)]— “In reality, it should be Vi?nu ; because of 

THE DECLARATION OF THE ‘ HAUTRA-MANTRA ’ J FOR THIS. SAME 
REASON, THE SUBSTANCE OFFERED SHOULD ALSO BE THE 
SAME AS THAT AT THE DaRSIIA SACRIFICE; AS IT 
IS AT THIS SACRIFICE THAT THE SAID 
‘ HaUTRA ’ IS FOUND. TO BE 
USED.” ■ 

Bhasya. 

The term ‘ vd ’ (‘in fact’) implies the rejection of the above view. 

“It is not right that Agni should be the deity; in fact, Visipu should be 
the deity,— because of the declaration of the ' Hautra-Mantra *; in connection 
with the Darsha-sacrifice, the Hautra-Mantra laid down as to be used is 
that related to Visnu — viz. : the Mantra — ‘ Idam visnitrvichakrame pratad- 
visnuh stuvate viryena ’ ; this declaration has some sense only if Visnu is the 
deity at the Upamshuyaja. — Even so would the declaration of the Mantra 
at the Darsha-sacrifice have some sense if the Updmshm/aja were performed 
at the Darsha-sacrifice.” 

SUTRA (54). 

[Purvapaksa (D) — continued] — “ In fact, it should be performed 

AT THE PaURNAMASA, AS THAT IS WHAT IS MENTIONED IN THE 
MAIN TEXT,’ — THE MANTRA, BEING THE SUBSIDIARY 
FACTOR, SHOULD BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
THE PRINCIPAL FACTOR.” 

Bhd§ya. 

“It is admitted that Vision is the deity, but we do not accept the view 
that the Updmshuyaja is to be performed at the Darsha-sacrifice ; because 
the text enjoining it lays it down as to be performed on the Full-moon Day 
{Paunpxrndsi ) — ‘ Ajyasyaim ndmpamshu paurnamdsyam yajan' Under the 
circumstances the mere Mantra-text cannot drag it down to the Darsha - 
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sacrifice', because the Mantra in question has been laid down in connection 
with the Updmshuydja; from which it follows that the Mantra is to be 
used where the Updmshuydja is performed ; — not that the Updmshuydja is to 
be performed where the Mantra is used; because it is for the Updmshuydja 
that the Mantra has been laid down, not the Updmshuydja for the Mantra” 

SUTRA (55). 

[PCtrvapaksa (D) — concluded}— 1 Further, at the eotype of the 

DARSHA- SACRIFICE, THE IMMEDIATE SEQUENCE BETWEEN , 

the Cake and the Curd-Butter-Mixture 

is SHOWN.” 

Bhasya. 

“ For the following reason also the Updmshuydja is not to be performed 
at the Darsha- sacrifice :—At the ectype of the Darsha-sacrifice , — i.e. at the 
Sdkamprasthapya , — we find immediate sequence between the Cake and the 
Curd-Butter-Mixture.-—* How ? * — In the text * Ajyabhdgabhydm pracharyd- 
gneyena purodashendgnidhe sruchau praddya saha humbhxbhirabhikrd- 
manndha ', — the immediate sequence of the Agniya cake that is indicated is to 
the Curd-Butter-Mixture, not to the Updmshuydja, From this it is clear 
that the Updmshuydja is not to be performed at the' Darsha-sacrifice.” 


SUTRA (56). 

[Purvapak§a (E)] — “ In fact, what is laid down specifically in 

REFERENCE TO THE * PaURNAMASI ’ IS THE DEITY AgNI- 
SOMA ; HENCE THE SACRIFICE IN QUESTION SHOULD 
BE. TAKEN AS TO BE PERFORMED 
AT BOTH.” 



The term * tu' (* in fact- )' implies the rejection of the above view. 

“ It Is not right that the Updmshuydja should be performed at the 
Paunymasa-sacrijice ; in-fact, it should be performed at both [Darsha and 
POMmomdsa), and there should be an option regarding the Deity.— Why 

So $ Because the Updmshuydja has been laid down in the text, * Offers the 

Updmshuydja in the interval’, in a general way, without reference to any 
particular sacrifice.— As for the text quoted above—* Ajyasyaiva ndvupam - 
shu paurryamdsyam yajan\ this only lays down a particular deity in 
connection with the Paurnamasl. From all this it follows that when the 
Updmshuydja is performed on the Paurnamasl, the deity is Agni-Soma , — 
and when it is performed on the Darsha, the deity is Visnu, — on the basis of 
the Mantra-text; thus there is to be option regarding the deity.” 


2072 


SHABARA-BHASYA ,* 


SUTRA (57). 

[SlDDHANTA] — As A MATTER OF FACT, IT HAS BEEN ENJOINED AFTER 
PROHIBITION ; HENCE VlSNU SHOULD OCCUPY 
THE SAME POSITION. 

Bhdsya. 

What has been asserted, — to the effect that the Upamshu should be 
performed at both sacrifices ( Darsha and Paurnamasa ), and that there 
should be option regarding the deity,— is not right ; as a matter of fact, the. 
Upamshuyaja should be performed at the Paurnamasa only, and therein the 
deities should be Visnu and the rest (specially named).— Why so f— . Because 
it has been enjoined after prohibition. — “ What is the meaning of this being 
enjoined after prohibition"}” — What is meant is that it has been enjoined in 
connection with the Paurnamasa, leaving aside the Darsha,— How ? ”• — 
Starting with the words ‘Ajyasyaiva navupdmshu pauryamdsyam yajan\ the 
text goes on to say — * Jdmi va etad yajhasya kriyate yadanvanchau purodashau, 
Upamshuyaja-mantara yajati ’ ; from this it is clear that it is to be performed 
at the Paurnamasa. It is in this same connection that there is the text — 

‘ Visnurupdmshu yastavyo ‘ jdmitvdya , prajapatirupdmahu yajstavyo 'jamitvaya, 
agnisomavupdmshu yajstavyavajdmitvdya ’.—From all this it, follows that the 
Upamshuyaja is to be performed at the Paurnamasa and Vimu (Prajapati 
and Agni-Sorm) are the deities at it. 


• SUTRA (58). 

TO THE SAME END THERE IS AN INDICATIVE TEXT„ 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also the Upamshuyaja should not be performed 
at the Darsha. — “For what reason ? ”• — There is a text pointing to the same 
conclusion. — “ How ? ’’—There is the text declaring that ‘ Fourteen oblations 
are offered at the Paurnamasa, and thirteen at the Darsha ’ ; [according to the 
Pdrvapaksa] the number of oblations at the Darsha would be fourteen, not 
thirteen. Henoe it follows that the Upamshuyaja is not to be performed at 
the Darsha. 

SUTRA (59). 

What is not subsidiary, if mentioned only once, cannot 

COME IN AT BOTH; AS THERE CAN BE NO CONNECTION. 


For the following reason also the Upamshuyaja should not be performed 
at the Darsha : — What has been mentioned only once, — if it is not a subsidiary— 
cannot come in at both. It is only a subsidiary which subserves the purposes 
of a primary act that can come in at both ; — the sacrifice in question, however, 
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is a primary act, not subsidiary ; — as such, when it is mentioned in connec- 
tion with the Purnamasa, it cannot come in at the Darsha ; — because there 
can be no connection; i.e. one primary cannot be connected with another 
primary. 

SUTRA (60). 


Inasmuch as accessories are subservient to others, it 
IS The coming in or these that indicates 
THE MARKS OR INJUNCTION. 


Inasmuch as accessories are subservient to others, it is the coming in of 
these at the Primaries that indicates the marks of the Injunction, — not the 
coming in of the Primaries, as these are not subservient to others. — How 
so ? — This is clear from the text — * Apsumantdvdjyabhdgau yajati, ekadasha 
prayajdn yajati ekddashdnuydjdn \ — For this reason also the Updmshuydja 
is not to be performed at the Darsha. 


SUTRA (61). 


Also because it has not been mentioned in connection 

WITH THE ECTYRE. 


Bhasya. 

The Updmshuydja has not been mentioned in connection with the 
Sdkamprasthapya, an ectype of the Darsha. — How ? — The text is — * Ajya~ 
bhdgabhydm prachary a dgnSyena cha puroddshendgnidhi sruchau pradaya 
saha kumbhxbhirabhikrdmanndha' , — which shows that what comes after 
the Agniya cake is the Our,d -Butter -M ixture, not the Updmshuydja. Prom 
this also it follows that the Updmshuydja is not to be performed at the 
Darsha . 


. 


Adhikabana (IB) : The IJpdmshuydja is to be performed at 
that Purnamdsa also where there is only one Cake. 

SUTRA (62). 

[POrvapaksa — continued] — “It should be at that Paurnamasi 

ALONE WHERE THERE ARE TWO CAKES; BECAUSE OF THE 
MENTION OF THE * INTERVAL * (‘ ANTARA ’).” 

BMsya. 

In connection with the Darsha-Purnarndsa, there is the text — ‘ Vpamshu- 
ydjamantard yajati ’ ['One performs the Vpamshuyaja in the interval’]; — 
it has been found that the Vpamshuyaja should be performed at the 
Purnamdsa only and at that the deities are Visnu ( Prajapati and Agni- 
Soma) ; — after the Soma-sacrifice, there is performed the Purnamdsa- sacrifice 
with two Cakes, and prior to the Soma-sacrifice, the Purnamdsa that is 
performed is with one Cake only. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is the Vpamshuyaja to 
be performed at that Purnamdsa only where there are two Cakes ? Or at 
that where there are two Cakes, and also at that where there is one Cake ? 

The PurvapaJcsa is as follows: — “It should be performed at that alone 
where there are two Cakes ; — why ? — because of the mention of the * interval ’ ; 
the Vpamshuyaja is found mentioned along with the term ‘interval’, in 
the text, ‘One performs the Vpamshuyaja during the interval — inas- 
much as the ' Cakes ’ have been spoken of in the preceding sentence, this 
‘ interval ’ must mean the interval between the two Cakes ; — such an * interval’ 
is possible only when there are two Cakes, not when there is only one 
Cake ; so that if the Vpamshuyaja were performed where there is only 
one Cake, it would mean the doing of what is not in accordance with the 
injunctions. Hence it should be performed only where there are two 
Cakes." 

StJTRA (63). 

[Purvapaksa — continued) — “ Also because it is for the 

PURPOSE OF AVOIDING THE * JiMI 

BMsya. 

“ For the following reason also the Vpamshuyaja should be performed 
only where there are two Cakes.— For what reason ? — It is found to be 
declared as serving the purpose of avoiding the defect of ‘ Jami in the 
text — ' Jami vd etad yajhasya kriyate yadanvanchau puroddshau, Vpamshu- 
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ydjamantard yajati, pismtrupdmshu yastavyo 'jdmitvdya, prajdpatirupamshu 
yastavyo' jdmitvdya, agnisomawipamshu yastavyavajamitvdya — ‘ Jami ’ is 
similarity ; it is this similarity between two Cakes that has been declared 
to be a defect, in the text ‘Jami vd etad yajhasya kriyate yadanvanchau 
purodashau ’ ; after a Cake has been made, what follows as similar to it must be 
a Gake ; the remedy for a defect can be adopted only when the defect is there ; 
and [as this defect of two similar Cakes is possible only where there are 
two Cakes} it follows that the Updmshuydja should be performed where 
there are two Cakes.” 

SOTRA (64). 

[Objection to PCtrvapak§a]— If it be held that it is fob that 

ONLY,— THAT CANNOT BE; AS THE FACT IS THAT 
IT IS THE PREDOMINANT FACTOR. 

BMsya. 

If it is your view that — “because of the mention of the interval, the 
• Upamshuyaja can be performed only at that Purnamasa where there are two 
Cakes ”, — then, that is not so ; because the fact is that it is the predominant 
factor s as a matter of fact, the Purnamasa is the predominant, and the 
‘ interval’, the subordinate, factor;— the Upamshuyaja has been enjoined 
as part of the Purnamasa sacrifice ; — and the * interval ’ is subordinate 
even to the Upamshuyaja ; — the On&-Cake Purnamasa sacrifice also is a 
‘ Purnamasa ’ ; — so that what is there by reason of which the Upamshuyaja 
could' not be performed at the One-Cake Purnamasa ? As for the accessory 
detail of * interval’, this would not be adopted at it simply because it is not 
possible to adopt it. So that even when there is no ‘interval’ at the 
One-Cake Purnamasa, the Upamshuyaja should be performed. 

SUTRA (65). 

Also because the connection would be with what 

HAS NOT BEEN ENJOINED. 

Bhasya. 

Under the view in question, it would be necessary to assume that 
‘ the Updmshuydja has the interval for its accessory ’, which would inyolve 
the assumption of the connection of the Updmshuydja with the interval, 
which has not been ‘ enjoined ’ or declared as such ; i.e. we do not find the 
interval enjoined anywhere at all From this also it follows that the 
Updmshuydja should be performed at that Purnamdsa sacrifice where there 
,is only one Cake. 
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SftTRA (66). 

[PtjRVAPAK§IN’S ANSWER TO THE ABOVE OBJECTION] — “ BtJT IT WOULD ' 

COME IN BY THE ORIGINAL INJUNCTION ITSELF ; BECAUSE THE 

THING IS THERE WITHOUT SETTING ASIDE THE ACCESSORY, — 
BECAUSE THE * INTERVAL * IS ACTUALLY . ENJOINED, — 

BECAUSE IT IS CONTINGENT, — AND BECAUSE IT IS 
ONLY IN THE ABSENCE OF IT THAT IT COULD BE 
DONE WHERE IT HAS NOT BEEN HEARD OF.” 

Bhasya. 

The particle ‘tu ’ (‘but*) implies the rejection of the objection set 
forth above. . 

“It is not true that the interval has not been enjoined as an accessory ; 
in fact, the Updmshuydja comes into the interval by virtue of the original 
injunction itself; i.e. the interval has been declared to be the accessory 
of the Upamshuydja in the original injunction itself — ‘ One performs the 
Updmshuydja during the interval \ — Thus it is Without setting aside this 
accessory that the thing ( Updmshuydja) can come in ; so that it could 
not come in where there would be only one Cake (and hence no interval).- 
Nor would it become futile if not performed where there is only one Cake 
because the ‘interval 1 is actually present in cases where there are two 
Cakes. — -Without it,- — i.e. if there were no such thing as interval, — if there 
were no declaration of a case with two Cakes, then alone could the Updmshu- 
ydja be performed in a case where there is only one Cake; as a matter 
of fact, however, there is the Purnamdsa with two Cakes, where there 
is room for the Updmshuydja : — hence there should be no performance of 
the Updmshuydja at a Purnamdsa where there is only one Cake.” 

StJTRA (67). 

[SlDDHlNTA] — As A MATTER OF FACT, IT SHOULD BE AT 

both; as such is the injunction. 

Bhasya. 

The term *£«’ (‘as a matter of fact 1 ) implies the rejection of the 
above view. 

As a matter of fact, the Upamshuydja should be performed at both 
kinds of Purnamdsa sacrifice,-— i.e. also at that where there is only one 
Cake— (as at that where there are two Cakes).— “ Why ? "—Because such 
is the injunction; as a matter of fact, the Upamshuydja has been laid down 
as to be performed also where there is only one Cake ; because that also 
is •Purnamdsa’ sacrifice (just as much as that where there are two Cakes), 
and that is all that is found in the injunctive sentence, * Ajyasyaiva 
ndvupdmshu paurnamdsy&m yajan'; in fact, if the term ‘ paurnamdsi ’ (as 
here used) were excluded from cases where there is only one Cake, it would 



ADHYAYA X, PlDA YXIL ADHIKARANA (18). 


2077 

be an outrage upon it. From all this it follows that the Updmshuyaja 
should be performed at that Paurnamdsa sacrifice also where there is only 
one Cake. 

SUTRA (68). 

Inasmuch as accessories are subservient to the principal act, 

THE DECLARATION SHOULD BE TAKEN AS QUALIFIED BY 
THE PHRASE ‘WHEN POSSIBLE AS IN THE 
CASE OF THE ‘UpAV1§A.\. 

Bhdsya. 

The * interval ’ has been declared to be an accessory, which must be sub- 
servient to the principal act- of the Updmshuyaja ; the sense therefore is that 
the ‘interval’ should help in the performance of the Updmshuyaja as a 
matter of fact, however, this * interval’ cannot help the sacrifice when 
it is performed at the Paurnamdsa with only one Cake [as in this case 
no interval is possible] ; — and yet, as this also would be a case of ‘ Paurna- 
mdsa sacrifice’, the Upamshuydja that has been laid down as to be 
performed ‘ at the Paurnamdsa ’ must be performed at that performance of' 
the Paurnamdsa also, where there is only one Cake and having been 
laid down as to be performed * in the interval ’, the Updmshuyaja is 
also recognised as to be performed ‘in the interval ’ ; — at the ‘ One-Cake 
Paurnamdsa ’, however, there can be no ‘ interval ’ ; — hence the in- 
junction laying down the ‘interval* as an accessory should be taken 
as qualified by the phrase ‘when possible’. — This would be as in the 
case of the * Upavesa ’ ; in tie case of the injunction ‘ One places the Pans 
with the Upavesa*, it is understood .to mean that this is to be done 
‘when the Upavesa is there’; — similarly in the oase in question, the 
Updmshuyaja would be performed ‘ in the interval ’ when the * interval ’ 
would be there. — From all this it follows that it should be performed 
at the * one-cake ’ Paurnamdsa also. 

SUTRA (69). 

Further, there would be no transgression of the time, 
as the ‘two Cakes’ are mere indicators. 

Bhdsya. 

. Says the Opponent — “The Updmshuyaja has been declared to have the 
‘ interval ’ as an accessory ; — hence, at the One-Cake-Paurnamasa, as this 
‘interval’ would not be there, the- Updmshuyaja, even though performed,, 
could not bring about its result, as it would be defective for want of 
the said accessory : — and as it would be fruitless, it should not be per- 
formed. The injunction of the Updmshuyaja as to be performed ‘ in the 
interval ’ does not contain the qualifying phrase ‘where there is interval ’ ; 
in fact, the injunction is in the unqualified form, whioh is applicable to 
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all cases of the Paurnamasa, — that at which only one Cake is used as 
well as that at which two Cakes are used. Hence at the One-Cake Paurna- 
masa, it would not be performed; simply because there would be no 
need for it (the ‘interval’ not being there). — It might be argued that — 
‘in that case, inasmuch as the performance of the Upamshuyaja would 
not be possible at it, the One-Cake Paurnamasa should not be per- 
formed at all ’. — That does not affect the case ; the performance may be 
there, but it will be fruitful only when there would be two Cakes (and 
hence the requisite ‘interval’).” 

The answer to the above is as as follows : — There would be no per- 
formance of the Upamshuyaja at the One-Cake-Paurnamasa, if such per- 
formance were really defective (and hence fruitless) ; — as a matter of fact 
however, it is not defective, because the ‘ interval ’ has not been declared as an 
accessory of the sacrifice ; it has been mentioned only as an indicator of time, 
the sense being that it is to be performed at the time intervening between the 
offering of the two Cakes. — “How so ?” — It is in reference to these ‘two 
Cakes’ that we have the following injunction — * Jdmi va etad yajhasya 
kriyate yadanvahchau puroddshau, upamshuyajamantara yajati ’ [‘It becomes 
a serious defect, Jdmi , in the sacrifice if two Cakes follow such other 
in close succession, — the Upamshuyaja is performed in the interval'] ;■ 
which means that the Upamshuyaja should be performed in such a manner 
as to separate the two Cakes, — i.e. at that particular time. — And of this 
time, there would he no transgression, even at the One-Cake-Paurnamasa. — 
“Why?” — The time that is indicated as ‘between the two Cakes’ (i.e. 
the ‘interval’ between them) is the same as that which comes after 
the first Cake ; under the oircumstances, even though at the One-Cake 
Paurnamasa, * two Cakes ’ tfould not be there, yet the first Cake, Agneya, 
would be there ; so that the time following after this Agneya Cake would be 
that time which has been indicated by the term ‘interval’. For instance, 
when it is said — (a) ‘Come at the Naga-time', (b) ‘Come at the Shankha- 
time ’, (c) ‘Come at the Pataka-time', — though a certain village may 
not have a * Ndga' or ‘ Shahkha ’ or ‘Pataka', yet the time indicated 
is understood to be just the same, and the ‘Coming’ is done at 
that time ;- — in the same manner, it should be in the case in question 
also. — From all this it follows that the Upamshuyaja should be per- 
formed at that Paurnamasa- sacrifice also where there is only'one Cake. 

SUTRA (70). 

As FOR THE ‘ AVOIDING OF JlMl’, IT IS FOR THE PURPOSE OF 

PRAISE. 

Bha§ya. 

It has been argued (under Su. 63) that “ it is for the purpose of avoid- 
ing the Jdmi ” ; this has got to be refuted. The refutation is as follows : — 
What has been referred to is in praise of the Upamshuyaja, expressed figura- 
tively, and the ‘avoidance of Jami' has not been laid down as. the; 
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result followmg from ,t.-“How so !”-It is only when an act has been 
enjomed that rts purpose (or result) is laid down—It maybe argued 
that “the Upamshuyaja itself may be regarded as enjoined “.-But that 
would involve the incongruity of the injunction of two things (syn- 
tactical split). Nor again is the ‘avoiding of JamV a result desirable 
.n itself. From all this it follows that it is mere praise; in the same 
manner as the Upastaraya and Abhigter aya have been spoken of as 
‘bringing about immortality’, in the sentence, ‘ Amplam vu aiyam.; mar - 
tyam hamh, yadupastrpati aihighurayati amrtahutimevaipAm karoti ’ 

Prom all this it follows that the Uparmhuyaja should be performed at 
that Paurnamasa also where there is only one Cake. 


End of Pada viii of Adhyaya X. 


End of Adhyaya X. 



ADHYAYA XL 

PADA I. 

Adhikarana (1) : The result of the Darsha-Purnamasa 
is brought up collectively by the six main sacrifices 
that comprise it. 

SCTRA (1). 

[SibdhInta]— The acts' though separate, should be regarded 

AS ‘ ONE ACT — BECAUSE THEY ARE RELATED TO A (SINGLE) 
PURPOSE, AND BECAUSE THEY ARE NAMED BY A 
SINGLE TERM, 

Bhasya. 

Under Discourse X, the treatment of ‘Exclusion 5 and ‘Inclusion’ has 
been finished; now under Discourse XI, we are going to deal with Tantra 
(Common, Centralisation) and Avapa (Uncommon, Decentralisation), — 
That is called ‘ Tantra ’ (common, centralised) which, done once, benefits 
several things ; e.g. one lamp lighted among several Brdhmanas ; and that is 
‘ Avdpa ’ (uncommon, decentralised) which help? several things through 
repetition; e.g. the applying of Sandal-paste to those same several 
Brahmanas. — In this connection they quote the following verse — ‘That 
which is common is Tantra ; it is not prompted by the needs of other 
things; so also is Prasanga (an extended Tantra), which has its own 
injunction present’.- — * Sddhdranam bhavet tantram r . That which is common 
is ‘ Tantra', — -this has been already explained ; — ‘ Pardrthe tvaprayojakah 
‘ It is not prompted by the needs of other things' i.e. that which has been laid 
down for the sake of something else, and is performed for the purposes of, 
and is helpful to, that thing, — is not prompted by any other thing; e.g, the 
killing of the animal is laid down for the sake of the sacrifice, and is performed 
for the purposes of the sacrifice, and it also helps in the acts of the * removal 
of blood and excreta’, though these latter are not the prompters of that 
killing . — ‘ Evameva prasahgah ydt', ‘So also is Prasanga ’ ; but there is this 
difference that in the case of Prasanga, its own injunction is present 
though there is another injunction of its own, yet, its purposes having been 
served by the injunction of the other thing (i.e. the common factor of the 
Tantra), it is not done over again (by virtue of its own separate injunction). 
For example, the Prayajas have their performance laid down by the 
Injunction of the Pashu-sacrifice as also by the injunction of the ‘ Pashu- 
puroQasha ’ ; but when they are performed for the purposes of the Pashu- 
sacrifiee, they help, by that same performance, the Pashu-puroddsha also, — 
and are not performed again for the purposes of this latter (though there is 
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a separate injunction to this effect). [Prasanga is dealt with in detail 
under Pada i of Discourse XIL] 

[This is hy way of Introduction]— 

We now proceed to explain the subject-matter of the Discourse. 
It has been declared that Tantra (Common) and Avapa (Uncommon) are 
going to be dealt with. This is what we proceed to do now. 

At the Darsha-Purnamdm, there are six main component sacrifices— 
the Agneya and the rest; the attainment of Heaven has been declared to 
be the result of these, in the text ‘ Desiring heaven, one should perform the 
Darsha-Purnamasa sacrifices ’ . 

The question that arises is— Does this result proceed from all the six 
sacrifices in common (collectively) ?• — Or from each of them severally ? 

There are simil a r questions in regard to all composite sacrifices, the 
Ghaturmdsya and the rest. 

Preliminary Objection — “The text quoted does not speak of Heaven as 
the result at all;- — the term * svargakamah’ ( l desiring heaven’) denotes the 
Person; the term ‘ yajeta ’ .(‘should perform the sacrifice’) denotes the 
perfonnance of the sacrifice, — and it is these two factors {Person and 
Performance of the sacrifice) that are connected together by means of the 
sentence ; — what word then is there which speaks of the Result ? ” 

The answer to this is that the Result is spoken of by this same term 
‘ svargakdmah ’ (‘ desiring heaven ’). 

“ But this term denotes the Person 

There is no person of the name of ‘ svargakama ’. 

“ But that person is svargakama who has the desire ( kama ) for heaven 
(svarga).” 

This is exactly what we do not know — who is the person having the 
desire for heaven : because it is just possible that the man who is desiring 
heaven (at one time) may be not desiring heaven (at another time). 

“In that case, the term may be taken as indicating the time— the 
sense being that * one should perform the sacrifice at the time that he has the 
desire for heaven'.” 

But here also there cannot be any particular time at which a man 
must necessarily have the desire for heaven; as a matter of fact, all sorts of 
desires appear in man at all sorts of times without any restriction ; so that 
no particular point of time can be taken as indicated by the term ‘desiring 
heaven’. . 

“In that case, the term ‘ svargakdmah 1 may not denote the Person, nor 
the time; it may be taken as indicating the fact that desire for the particular 
result is the incentive to action, — the sense being that ‘ one should perform 
the sacrifice when the desire for the particular result Heaven has appeared 
in him ’ ; just as in another case it is understood that ‘ one should perform a 
certain sacrifice when the Pan is broken’.’’ 

This view has been completely refuted above under Sutras 6. 2. 9-10. 
Such acts as the Agnihotra and the like are essential, compulsory, — if then 
these were laid down as to be performed on the appearance of certain con- 
ditions, then this essential character of theirs would be lost ; and this would 
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militate against those injunctions which lay down these acts ancsamtialsba he- 
performed ‘as long as one lives’, as also against such indicative texts aa 
‘ Apa va esa. . . . atipatayet ’ (which are indicative of the essential and com- 
pulsory character of the Darslui-Purnamasa sacrifices). 

The only alternative left therefore is that the term * svargakama ’ 
(‘ desiring heaven ’) he taken as laying down the Result. 

Question — ■“ But how can this sentence enjoin the Result ? ” 

Answer— The sentence ‘ Svargakamo yajeta ’ (‘ Desiring heaven one 
should perform sacrifice’) can mean either — (o) that ‘the man desiring 
heaven is enjoined to perform the sacrifice’, as in the sentence ‘ Ldhitomtsah 
rtvijah pracharanti ’ (‘The red-turbaned priests go along’, the red-imhaned 
priests are enjoined to go along), — or (6) that ‘the performance of the 
sacrifice is enjoined for the man desiring heaven % — as in the ease of such 
sentences as ‘The dirty man should bathe’, ‘the hungry man should eat’ 
[the bathing is enjoined for the dirty man, and the eating for the hungry 
man]. If it be, as in (a), that ‘the man desiring heaven is enjoined to 
perform the act — then, even though thus enjoined, the man may not take 
tip the act ; for what man is there who would undertake so much trouble 
for a purpose not his own ? The injunction of the act therefore would be 
futile. On the other hand, if it be, as in (6), that ‘ the sacrifice is enjoined 
for the man desiring heaven ’, then as the act of sacrificing would be helpful 
to the man, he would perform it as conducive to his own purpose ; and in 
this case the injunction of the act would come to serve a useful purpose. 
Further, if the sentence is taken as an injunction of the sacrifice , the direct 
denotation of tha words is retained ; — whereas if the man desiring heaven is 
taken as enjoined, what is retained is the indication of Syntactical Connec- 
tion.-— From all this it follows that the sacrifice is helpful to the man 
desiring heaven. If the sacrifice were conducive to bringing to the 
performer such benefits as several sons, cattle, landed property, food-grains 
and so forth, — and were to bring to him any one of these, — then no 
significance would attach to the term ‘ svargakdmah * (‘desiring heaven’), 
and it would stand for the mere man (as the agent); and in this ease also, 
this term would he entirely superfluous; as the mere man (as the agent) is 
already signified by the verb itself. — From all this it follows that Heaven Is 
the result following from the sacrifice. 

Now, in regard to the Darsha -Purnamdsa sacrifices and other such acts, 
which comprise several minor sacrifices, there arises the question — Does the 
result follow from all these component sacrifices in common (collectively) ? 
or severally ? • 

The Purvapaksa is as follows — “It follows from them severally . — 
Why ? — All these minor sacrifices, Agneya and the rest (which go to make 
up the Darsha- Purnamasa), , are principal acts, laid down' by separate 
independent injunctions, and as such require separate results ; — and 

when in close proximity to them, some such definite result as ‘Heaven* is 
mentioned, it becomes connected with each of the said acts, as each of these 
requires a separate result for itself.— Hence it follows that there is a 
separate result following from each of the principal acts.” 
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In answer to this, the following Siddhanta is set f^rtfa. : — The acts, though 
separate, should he regarded as * one act', because they are related to a single, 
purpose and because they are'named by a single term ; — that is to say, though 
the Agniya and other sacrifices are distinct from each other, they should be 
regarded as ‘one act’ ; — why ? — because they are related to a single purpose ; 
‘purpose’ is remit, — and to the result all those sacrifices are related — i.e. 
co nne cted — collectively. — In the term ' aika-karmyam ’ (‘one act’), the term 
1 karma' (‘act’) really stands for the result, in the sense that it is the 
BesuU th&t is brought about ( kriyate iti karma) ; hence the sense is that 
those sacrifices of which the Result is one, are 4 one act’, — and the character 
of being one act is'* aikakarmya' , which term thus means * one result 

« How do yon know that the Agheya and other sacrifices are related to 
the result collectively ?” 

Because they are named by a single term; there is the single term 
( ‘ Darsha-Purnamdm ’ ) which signifies all these sacrifices collectively, and it 
is through this term that the sacrifices have been connected with the Result, 
in the sentence 1 Darshapurnamdsabhydm svargakamah yaftta' [‘Desiring 
heaven, on© should perform the Darsha-Purnamasa sacrifices’] ; — and from 
this it follows that the result follows from all the sacrifices collectively , not 
severally. For instance, when it is said that * The well should be dug by the 
village — inasmuch as the well-digging is laid down through the collective 
noun ‘village*, it is a single well that is dug by the villagers collectively, end 
each villager does not dig a separate well; — the same should be the case 
with the text in question. 

S'OTRA (2), 

[Objection] — “The purpose verily should vary with each act, 

LIKE AUXILIARY DETAILS.” 

Bhasya. 

“There is no such universal rule as that ‘whatever is related to a 
collective term pertains to the components collectively ’; because some 
such thing may pertain to them severally also ; e.g. when such expressions 
are used as ‘ Ganaya snanam ’ (‘Bath for the clan’), ‘ Ganaya anulepanam ’ 
(‘Sandal-paste for the clan’), such auxiliary details as ‘sandal-paste’ and 
the like, even though spoken of in connection with the collective noun ‘ Gana* 
(‘tribe’), is not connected with the components of the tribe collectively,— 
it is, on the other hand, connected with each individual member of the clan ; so- 
that the Bathing and the Sandal-paste are repeated with each member. Thus 
then, the reason put forward, — being related to a collective term — cannot prove 
either that * like auxiliary details, the Result should vary with eaoh component 
sacrifice’,, or that ‘like the well, it should be common to all’. — It is 
necessary therefore to bring forward some other reason which would lead 
definitely to one conclusion.” 

This reason is set forth in the' following Stitra : — 
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SUTRA (3). 

As SUCH IS NOf THE INJUNCTION, IT CANNOT BE SO. 

Bhdsya. 

In the ease in question the Result is not enjoined in reference to the 
sacrifice, in the sense that * one should perform the sacrifice with heaven * ; — 
in fact, it is the sacrifice that is enjoined in reference to the Result, in the 
sense that ‘ one should attain heaven by means of sacrifice*.— Why so? 
— The injunctive affix in the word ‘yajeta* (‘should sacrifice’) enjoins the 
■sacrifice by direct denotation, while it could enjoin the Result only indirectly 
through Syntactical Connection ; and so long as Direct Denotation Is possible. 
Indication through Syntactical Connection cannot be admitted; as what is 
expressed by Direct Denotation is the more important of the two. 

’ “ What would happen if the Result were enjoined ? ” 

If the Result were enjoined, then what is signified by the root * yajati * 
(i.e. the sacrifice) would be merely referred to : as there eannot be any 
connection between two things when both are enjoined or predicated ; — this * 
reference could be only to the Agneya and other sacrifices which happen to be 
spoken of in close proximity to the sentence ; now these sacrifices have been 
laid down as* independent of, and separate from, each other; so that the 
Result could be related to them only severally.— On the other hand, if it is the 
sacrifice (signified by root * yajati ’) that is enjoined and predicated, then the 
Agneya and other sacrifices come to be enjoined by means of a collective 
name as to be performed for the purpose of securing the Result; — and 
when they are thus enjoined, their collective character, which is pointed 
out by their proximity to each other, becomes duly significant and 
emphasised ; specially as there is no reason why itishould not be significant. 

“If the sacrifices are enjoined and predicated, then they cannot be 
qualified by the name ‘ Darsha-Pumamdsa ’, as there can be no qualification 
for what is enj oined or predicated ; the reason for this being that the qualifica- 
tion also cannot but be enjoined, and there can be no connection 
between two enjoined things.’’ ’ 

, What is the need for a ‘qualification’ here at all? — when as a matter 
of fact, in close proximity to 0 the Agneya and other sacrifices whose detailed 
form is ole$rly laid down, there appears the sentence ‘ ohe should perform 
the Darsha- Purnamdsa sacrifices’, where no detailed form is perceptible, 
which fact leads to the conekision that the term ‘ yajeta ’ (‘ perform sacri- 
fices ’ ) deary denotes the group (of sacrifices, Agneya and the rest). 

“In that case why should the term ‘ darshapurrutmdsa* be there 
at all ? ” 

It may be regarded as useless ; and as such a mere reiterative reference ; 
just like the assertions — ‘The divinity Indra has rained’, ‘The Attihya 
ends with the Idd-Cake\, ‘One does not perform the Anuyajas *. 

Or, it may be more reasonable to t ake what is indicated by Syntac- 
tical Connection to be what is enjoined by the sentence in question ; if what 
is directly denoted were taken as ;the enjoined, then- the term * darsha - 


ABHYAYA.SI, PADA I, ADHIK ARANA (1). 


2085 


purnamdsa * would become superfluous (as just shown) ; on the other hand, if 
what is expressed by Syntactical Connection is taken to be enjoined, then 
the term ‘ darshapurnamasa ’ comes in useful as a qualification. As for 
the Sacrifice, even though it is already known as bringing about (the 
result), yet it is mentioned again ; and the cognition of the Sacrifice is 
due to the fact that the term ‘ darshapurnamasa ’ denotes a Sacrifice ; 
so that in this ease there is nothing that is superfluous. For this reason 
we conclude that this latter is the more reasonable view of the ease. 

SUTRA (4). 

Inasmuch as the e auxiliary ’ is subservient to another, 

— AND THERE IS INJUNCTION OF IT,— IT SHOULD 
COMB IN WITH EACH ONE OF THE PRINCIPAL 
FACTORS. 

Bhasya. 

As for the agreement {put forward under So. 2) that it would be ‘like 
auxiliary details’, — an auxiliary (like the Sandal-paste) is always enjoined as 
subserving the purposes of something else, in the form of embellishing the 
Person ; in this way it serves a visible purpose ; any other explanation would 
involve the necessity of assuming an invisible (transcendental) result. Thus 
then, the * clan ’ or * group * would come to serve the purpose of characterising 
the person ; and it is quite capable of characterising the person, through its 
connection with him. Now, as a matter of fact, what is connected with 
the action, is not the characterising, but the characterised, factor; for in* 
stance, in the ease .of the sentence ‘Bring in the white-robed man', where 
the ‘whit© robes’, which are mentioned as characterising the man, are 
not connected with the action of ‘bringing up’; in the same manner, in 
the case in question, the dan or group will not be connected with the 
act (sacrifice) ; it is only the persons that would he so connected. It is 
for this reason that auxiliaries like sandal-paste and the rest vary with 
each principal factor. 


Adhikarana (2) : All ike subsidiaries operate collectively. 

Bhdsya. 

In regard to the subsidiary details of a sacrifice, we proceed to consider 
the question— Do subsidiaries operate coUectivly ? Or severally ? 

On this question we have the following Purmpahsa : — 

SUTRA (5). 

[PffRVAPAE§A] — "IN THE CASE OF SUBSIDIARIES HOWEVER, AS 
THERE IS DIVERSITY OF WORDS, THERE SHOULD BE 
DISTINCT RESULTS, AS IN THE CASE OF SACRIFICES.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ As in the case of the main sacrifices, there is a single result following 
from them collectively, — not so in the case of subsidiaries; in the cam of 
subsidiaries there is a distinct purpose served by each, so that there is 
a distinct result following from each of the subsidiaries. — -Why ? — Because 
there is diversity of words ; i.e. because there are distinct injunctions ; — e.g. 
the subsidiary sacrifices have been enjoined as separate from each other, 
by such distinct mutually independent injunctions as 5 Samidho yajati\ 
4 Tanunapdtam yajati ’ and so forth; as such, these subsidiaries require 
distinct purposes to be served by each of them severally, not collectively • 
as no such collective functioning has been anywhere spoken of. — For 
this reason these subsidiaries are recognised as related to distinct purposes, 
— -as in the case of sacrifices ; — «i.e. just as in the case of the sacrifices enjoined 
.separately, each of them is recognised as related to a distinct result.” 

SUTRA (6). 

[Siddhanta]— In that case, there is a difference of 

PURPOSE : IN THIS CASE, ON THE OTHER HAND, AS 
THE PURPOSE SERVED IS ONE AND Tine SAME, 

ALL SHOULD BE REGARDED AS 4 ONE ACT’. 

Bhdsya. 

In the case of sacrifices, it is only right that there should bo distinct 
results; as in their case actual texts have spoken of distinct results— 
‘Desiring Br ohmic Glory, one should offer cooked rice to Surya\ ‘Desiring 
offspring, one should offer the cake baked on eleven pans to Indra-Agni *. — 
In this case (of subsidiaries) however, the purpose served is one and the same , — 
i.e. all the subsidiaries serve the same one purpose, of helping the principal 
■®pt ; it is with a view to supplying the requisite help that the subsidiaries 
have been laid down ; thus all of them serve one and the same purpose. 
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" If aU of tbem 8erve tbe 8arae Purpose, they should be treated as 
so many optional alternatives.” 

The answer to this is going to be given under Sutra 17 below, where 
it will he shown how the ease cannot be treated as one of option. 

The conclusion therefore is that, inasmuch as all the subsidiaries serve 
on© and the same purpose, their result must be one only. 

SUTRA (7). 

" ®N ACCOUNT OF THE DIVERSITY OF WORDS, IT CANNOT BE SO ” — 

if this is urged [then the answer is as in the next Sutra]. 
Bhdsya. 

It has been argued above (under Su. 5) that— “ inasmuch as there 
are distinct injunctions relating to the subsidiaries, there should be distinct 
results following from them”. This has got to be refuted; it has been 
refuted already by showing that they actually serve one and the same 
purpose. 

“ 14 cannot be refuted thus. It is quite possible for all the subsidiaries 
to help the Principal Sacrifice and yet serve distinct purposes; just as the 
several active agencies— Nominative and the rest,— help the action and yet 
each agency serves a distinct purpose.” 

[If that refutation will not refute it] then it may be refuted as 
follows— If the sentences speaking of the Samit and other subsidiary 
sacrifices laid down their performance,— the sense being that « the Samit 
sacrifice should be performed*, ‘the Tanunapat sacrifice should be performed \ 
— then there could arise the desire to find out the purpose served by them • 
and this desire, when arising, would naturally arise separately in regard to 
each sacrifice. As a matter of fact however, it is not the performance that 
is laid down; it is merely the form of the sacrifices that is described— 1 such 
and such a sacrifice comes in here’.— “Why so ? Becaxise there is no 
ending in the sentence in question expressing actual performance, and because 
th e performance has been laid down elsewhere. — “Where else has th & perform- 
<tme of these been laid down?”— We shall show that under the next 
Sutra. — Thus then, if there is no desire to find out the purpose served by 
the subsidiaries, whence could there be any purposes ? — Where too any 
diversity among them ? 

S0TRA (8). 

INASMUCH . AS THE PERFORMANCE (OF THE MAIN ACTS) IS FOR 
PURPOSES OF ACTION, THERE SHOULD BE THE SAME IDEA 
{IN CONNECTION WITH SUBSIDIARIES ALSO), 

BECAUSE THESE ARE FOR THAT 
PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

When the parjcrawnce of the main sacrifices is laid down, the same 
idea should be {there with the subsidiaries also ; i.e. the performance of the 
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subsidiaries also should be regarded as declared by that same declaration 
which has laid down the performance of the principals, — i.e. the declaration 
‘ Desiring heaven, one should perform the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices’. — 
Why so ? — Because it is for purposes of action, i.e. for the purpose of actual 
operation. As a matter of fact, it is for the bringing about of the result that 
the Darslw-Pumamam sacrifices have been laid down, the sense being that 
* one should bring about heaven by means of the Darsha-Purnamdsa \ — .On 
this there arises the desire to know-how this is to b© done ? — This desire is 
fulfilled by the injunctions of the Samil and other subsidiary sacrifices— 
‘one should perform the Samit sacrifice’, ‘one should perform the 
Tanunapat’’, — ‘and this brings about the desired result’. — “Why should 
there be this idea ? ” — Because these are for that purpose ; i.e. these injune- 
, tions of the Samit and other subsidiaries are for that purpose,— being, as 
they are, required by it, — specially because they have no results of their own, 
and have been mentioned in close proximity to a sacrifice which is spoken 
of as. leading to a particular- 'results — In fact, this (performance of the 
subsidiaries) constitute®, the * Procedure ’ of the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices 
in the fulfilment of their result;— without the procedure, the injunction of a. 
sacrifice cannot be effective ; hence, what is actually enjoined is the perfor- 
mance of the main sacrifice along with its procedure. Thus it is established that 
the performance of the subsidiaries is enjoined by that same text which 
enjoins the performance of the main sacrifice. Such being the case, it is 
only right that the subsidiaries also should be regarded as enjoined under 
one and the same name ; so that, just as there is only one result from all 
the main sacrifices by reason of their being connected with- one name, so 
should it be in the case of the subsidiaries also. 

Says the Opponent— “This cannot be right.” — Why ? — 

SUTRA (9), 

"Because the injunction of the Performer relating to the- ' 

. MAIN SACRIFICE AND THAT RELATING TO THE SUBSIDIARIES 

ARE FOR. DIFFERENT PURPOSES.” > ; . 

Bhasya. 

“The injunction of the Performer relating to the main sacrifice is 

‘ Desiring heaven, one should perform the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices ’ ; 

that relating to the subsidiaries is ‘ He should perform these sacrifices along 
with their subsidiaries these two are for different purposes; i.e. the 
injunction of the main sacrifice is for the purpose of obtaining the Result, 
while that of the subsidiaries is for the purpose of accomplishing the main 
sacrifice. In fact, all main sacrifices have to be mjoimd in regard to the 
Result, and to be referred to in regard to the subsidiaries; — but it is not 
possible for both injunction and reference to be don© at one and the same 
time ©oraequentiy it is not possible for one and the same text to enjoin 
the main sacrifices as well as their Procedure. So that the subsidiaries 
©aanoi be included, under the injunction of the main sacrifices.” 
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Answer — What has been said under Su. 8 is not objectionable, it is 

quite right. 

" How so ? ” 

- SUTRA (10). 

Because every activity is preceded by the word. 

Bhasya. 

‘ Aramhka ’, * activity 1 , is synonymous with ‘ vyapara ’, ‘ operation *, and 
‘ Icriyci \ ‘bringing about*. What is laid down by the sentence in question 
is the performance of the sacrifice,— the injunctive verb * yajeta ’ meaning 
that * one should bring about Heaven by means of sacrifice’, which means 
that one should operate, act, for the purpose of obtaining Heaven it is not 
known, however, what this operation is now in close proximity to the said 
injunction, we find a series of actions, the reinstalling of the Fire and the 
rest, mentioned; — hence because the information is wanted and because 
the actions happen to be mentioned in close proximity, it is understood that 
these are the actions constituting the operation by which the sacrifice 
brings about Heaven. In this way the injunction of this operation (which 
is the Procedure) does not involve any syntactical split. 

Or, there need be nothing incongruous in the same injunction laying 
down the main sacrifices in regard to the Result, and the subsidiaries in 
regard to the main sacrifices. — “ How so ? What the sentence lays down 

is the fulfilment of Heaven by means of the Darsha-Purnamdsa, which is 
something not already known, and the same sentence also declares the same 
along with particular details; just as in the case of the text, ‘ Etasyaiva 
revatisu vdravantiyam agnistomasdma Icrtvd pashukamo yajeta * [which lays 
down the main sacrifice and also its particular details]. 


From all this it, follows that the performance of the subsidiaries is 
enjoined by that same text which lays down the performance of the main 
sacrifice. 



Adhik arana (3): The Darsha-Purnamasa and other 
sacrifices should always he performed along with 
all their subsidiaries. 

Bkdsya. 

What is going to be considered is— When the Agnihotra and such other 
acts are performed, are they to be performed along with only a few of their 
subsidiary details, or with all subsidiary details f 

“Of this inquiry, how much has already been done ? ” 

Under Sutra 6. 3. 1, the consideration was concentrated upon the 
■essential and compulsory acts, laid down in such texts as ‘One should 
perform the Darsha-Purrutmasa as long as one lives’, — and it was in 
reference to this life-long (hence essential, compulsory) performance that it 
was considered whether it is to be done along with all the subsidiaries, or 
not f — [and the conclusion arrived at was that it is not necessary to perform 
all the subsidiaries, only so many may be performed as one may be able to 
perform].— What we are going to consider on the present occasion is the 
•same question in regard to such performance of the sacrifices as are under- 
taken for the purpose of acquiring a definite result, — in accordance with 
such texts as * Desiring heaven, one should perform the Darsha-Purnamasa 
the question being — whether this (voluntary, prospective) performance of the 
sacrifice that is laid down by this text is to be done like the performance of 
the compulsory Darsha-Puriyxmdsa (with only such subsidiaries as one may 
be able to perform), — or all the subsidiaries should be performed. 

On this question, the Purvapalesa is as follows 


SUTRA (11). 

(PftRVAPAKS A]— 1 “ IT MAY BE COMPLETED WITH A SINGLE SUBSIDIARY, 
ITS REQUIREMENTS BEING FULFILLED THEREBY ; AS IN THE 
CASE OF DIFFERENT SACRIFICES; AMONG THOSE 
ADMISSIBLE, IT WOULD BE AS IN THE 
CASE OF THE ‘ UtTARA ’ 

(LATER ONES).” 

Bhdsya. 

“ The sacrifice may be completed — performed — even with the help of a 
part only of the subsidiaries. — Why Because its requirements are fulfilled 

thereby; the need for information regarding the procedure that arises on 
being told that ‘ for the purpose of obtaining heaven, one should perform 
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the Darsha-Puritarndsa \ is supplied even by means of a single subsidiary, — 

‘ the procedure to be adopted is that one should perform the Samit sacrifice ’ ; 
similarly it might be supplied by two or three subsidiaries ; the performer 
shall obtain the benefit of as many subsidiaries as he may be able to per* 
form, — Just as in the case of different sacrifices — Saurya, Aryamana, Praja- 
patya, Nairrta and the like, — the performer obtains the results of just those 
sacrifices which he is able to perform. — The mere fact of all the subsidiaries 
being mentioned in proximity to the main sacrifice does not mean that all 
the subsidiaries have to be performed. — Among those admissible, it would be 
as in the case of the ‘ Uttar a' ( later ones); — there is the text, ‘With speech 
controlled, he milks three cows, then giving up the speech-restraint, he 
separates himself and milks the later ones in silence ’ ; and in this case, the 
performer milks as many cows as he possesses, and the needs of the term 
‘ uttara' (‘ later ones’) becomes duly filled by it; — similarly in the case in 
question, the performer may perform as many subsidiaries as he may be 
able to do.” 

SUTRA (12).. 

[Objection to the Purvapaksa ] — c It cannot be so, as the result 

CANNOT FOLLOW ’, — IF THIS IS URGED (AGAINST THE 

POrvapaksa) [then the answer of the 
Purvapaksin is as in the 
next Sdtra}. 

Bhdsya. 

[Objection to the Purvapaksa] — If it is your view that sacrifices with 
subsidiaries may be performed along with a part only of those subsidiaries,—- 
then that cannot be so. — Why? — In that case the result cannot follow; i.e, 
unless a man performs all that has been laid down for the person desiring 
heaven, —‘the man desiring heaven should do this’, — the said result 
[Heaven] cannot follow; because the declaration that ‘One desiring heaven 
should perform this sacrifice’ means that all those rites of Fire-installation 
and the rest should be performed which have been laid down. 

StJTRA (13). 

[Objection answered by Purvapaksin]—-' ‘ Not so ; because of connec- 
tion WITH THE SACRIFICE; HENCE THE PURPOSE WOULD 
NOT INVOLVE ANY INCONGRUITY IN THE 
DECLARATION.” 

Bhdsya , 

“It is not right that a deficiency in the subsidiaries should lead to 
deficiency in the Result. — Why ? — Because of connection with the sacrifice ; 
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as a matter of fact, the result is connected with the main sacrifice, — not 
with the subsidiaries, — as is clear from the text — ‘Desiring heaven, one 
should perform the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices ’ ; the subsidiaries come in 
only as needed by the main sacrifice ; and this need can be satisfied even 
by a single subsidiary, as already pointed out above. — Such being the case, 
the purpose, — i.e. (a) the help accorded (to the main sacrifice) by the 
subsidiaries, as also (6) the result , in the shape of Heaven and the like, — 
would not involve any incongruity in the declaration ; that is to say, if the 
Darsha and Purnamasa sacrifices were taken as serving the purpose of 
bringing about the result, this would not be incompatible with the declara- 
tion ‘ Darsha-Purnamdsabhydrn svargakdmah ’ (* Desiring to obtain heaven by 
means of the Darsha-Purnarnasa sacrifices’); — and the SamU and other 
subsidiaries also, if regarded as helping the said two sacrifices, would 
not be incompatible with the declarations laying down these subsidiaries. — 
From this it follows that the absence of subsidiaries does not necessarily 
mean the absence of results.” 

SUTRA (14). 

[Objection to the Purvapaksa)—~‘ On account pf thebe being only 

ONE TEXT [IT CANNOT BE AS SUGGESTED IN THE PORVA- 
PAKSA] — IF THIS IS URGED (AGAINST THE P&RVA- 
pak$a) [then the answer is as given in 
the next Sutra]. 

Bhasya. 

It it is your view that “ the result follows from the Darsha and Piirna- 
masa (the main sacrifices), not from the SamU and other subsidiaries ”, — 
then this cannot be right ; — why ? — because there is only one text; there is 
one text which lays down the performance of the Darsha-Purnamdsa and of 
the subsidiaries, — this text being « Desiring heaven, one should perform the 
Dar ha and Purnamasa sacrifices ’ ; — it is this text that has laid down 
the connection of the Result ; what reason then is there to show that 
the Result follows from the Darsha and Purnamasa, not from the others 
(e.g. the subsidiaries) ? 

SUTRA (15). 

[Objection answered by the Purvapaksin ] — “ Not so ; because the 

PURPOSES ARE DISTINCT; IF THEY WERE EQUAL, 

THERE WOULD BE NO ‘SUBSIDIARY 
CHARACTER 1 AT ALE.” 

Bhasya. 

“ It is only the Darsha and Purnamasa sacrifices, — not all the subsidi- 
aries, that are connected with the Result. — How do you know that ? — What 
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ynn learn from the text — ‘Desiring heaven one should perform the Darsha- 
PUrrmmasa sacrifices ’ — is that the means of securing Heaven are the Darsha- 
Purnamdsa, not the Samit and other subsidiaries; these latter come in 
‘only by reason of the needs of the former sacrifices ; the ‘need’ is that 
of the procedure — in what manner should Heaven be brought about by 
means of the Darsha-Purrhamasa sacrifice ? — there is no need of the means or 
instrument, as this has been already pointed out by the term * darsha- 
purnamdsdbhyam From this it follows that the Samit and other sub- 
sidiaries have no connection with the result. — In fact, if these subsidiaries 
were connected with the result, they would be equal to the Agneya and 
other main sacrifices ; and being thus equal, their subsidiary character it- 
self would disappear ; and in that case the assertion itself-— that ‘ there may 
be performance of the main sacrifices along with a part of the subsidiaries 
also’ — would beeome impossible.” 


[Another explanation of Sutras 14 and 15.] 

Some people read Sutra 14 as ‘ arkaharmyat ’ [‘On account of there being 
only one action’] (instead of ‘ aihashabdydt \ as above) ;— according to these 
people, the meaning of the two Sutras taken together is as follows— If it is 
your (Purvapaksin’s) view that “ the subsidiaries are performed only for the 
purpose of equipping the main sacrifices with subsidiaries, and hence 
all (main sacrifices and subsidiaries) should be taken as one act , so that 
only one subsidiary may be performed, and with that one alone, the 
main sacrifice would become ‘equipped with a subsidiary’,” [so far is- 
the representation of the Purvapaksin’s idea], [then follows the refu- 
tation of this idea in Sutra 15] — this cannot be so : — why ? — became the pur- 
poses are distinct ; i.e. the help rendered by the several subsidiaries is distinct j. 
if the main sacrifice is equipped with only one subsidiary the help rendered 
to it is small, whereas if it is equipped with several subsidiaries the help ren- 
dered to it is large. — How do you know this ? — If they were equal, there 
would be no subsidiary character at all ; if the help rendered by one and 
that rendered by several subsidiaries were the same, then only one would 
be the subsidiary to the main sacrifice, and the others would not hear the 
subsidiary character at all; he. they would cease to be subsidiaries; and 
in that case, the declaration of these would be meaningless. — It would 
not be right to regard these as optional alternatives ; — this is what is ex- 
plained in the following Sutra . From all this it must be concluded that 
when there is a larger number subsidiaries, there is a larger result. 
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SUTRA (16). 

[Siddhanta] — ( a) Inasmuch as the injunction is a single 

DECLARATION, — (6) AS THEY HAVE NOT BEEN ENJOINED BY 
TURNS,— (C) AS THEY HAVE BEEN SPOKEN OF AS CON- 
STANT FACTORS,— (d) AS THEIR USE INDICATES 
THEIR ADMISSIBILITY ALL AT ONCE, — THEY 
SHOULD COME IN EXACTLY AS DECLARED, — 

LIKE THE ‘ N1VITA CONSEQUENTLY 
THE PERFORMANCE OF ALL SHOULD 
BE UNDERTAKEN. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right that only a part of the subsidiaries may be performed ; 
in fact, there should be performance of all the subsidiaries ;— why ? — became 
the Injunction is a single declaration', the performance of the subsidiaries 
has been laid down by the single declaration ‘One should perform the 
Darsha Puryamdsa sacrifices’; and, as already explained above, the per- 
formance of the subsidiaries is due to the needs of the main sacrifice ; 
now, are these needs supplied by all those operations consisting of fire- 
installation and the other subsidiaries ? Or by' only some of these ? 
It cannot be the latter, — why ? — because they have not been enjoined by 
turns', as a matter of fact, the subsidiaries in question have not been 
enjoined by turns ; i.e. it is not said that ‘ in some cases, one should perform 
the Sanrit and in another case, the Tanunapdt ’ ; they have, on the 
other hand, been laid down as constant factors; and as they have been 
spoken of so should they be correlated to the needs of the main sacri- 
fice.- — It might, be argued that — “Even though all have been spoken 
of As constant factors, it may be that only some of them are needed 
by the main sacrifice.”— But that cannot be right. — Why ? — Because 
their use indicates their admissibility all at once; i.e. by virtue of their 
use, which consists in the help rendered to the main sacrifices, the sub- 
sidiaries should come in all at once, like pigeons in their covers ; and 
there can be no differentiation as to this one coming in and that one 
not coming in; — hence all should come in. — They should, therefore come 
in exactly as declared, like the ‘ nivita ’ ; in the case of the text ‘ The 
Priests operate with cloth worn in the Nivita form’, as no particular priests 
are differentiated, all the Priests operate ‘with cloth worn in the Nivita 
form’, on the ground that they are all in touch with the performance; 

it should be the same with the case in question also, and hence 
the performance of all should be undertaken. 

SUTRA (17). 

In THIS WAY WOULD THE INJUNCTION OF THE ACT BE FULFILLED. 

Bhdsya. 

It is only when . it is done as above that the number of oblations 
laid, down in the following text becomes compulsory, not optional — 
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‘There are fourteen oblations at the Paurimmdsa and thirteen at the 
Darsha 

StJTRA (18). 

IN THE CASE OF DIFFERENT SACRIFICES, THERE IS REPEATED 
DECLARATION. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued (under Sutra 11) that it should be as in the 
case of different sacrifices. — In the case of ‘different sacrifices’ it ia 
only right that there should be separateness; because after the declara- 
tion of the Saurya sacrifice — ‘Desiring Brahmic glory, one should offer 
cooked rice to Surya, ’ — there is another declaration of the Aindragm 
sacrifice— ‘ Desiring offspring, one should offer the cake baked on eleven 
pans to Indra-Agni .’ — “What if it is so?” — It is because this is so- 
that it is understood that these sacrifices are to be performed in- 
dependently of each other, and not jointly; and that because it ia 
only after the complete injunction of the former sacrifice that there 
follows a separate injunction of the latter sacrifice. — In the case in question, 
however, by reason of the fact that the injunction of the whole set 
is a single declaration, the only right course is that all the subsidiaries 
should be performed together collectively ; and hence there is no analogy 
between this case and that of ‘ different sacrifices 


SUTRA (19). 

In THE CASE OF THE * UTTARA ’ (‘LATER ONES*), AS THERE IS NO 
DECLARATION, AND AS THE PURPOSE IS SERVED BY THE 
PARTICULAR DETAILS,— IT FOLLOWS THAT IN 
MILKING ONE’S COWS ONE SHOULD 
« DO AS ONE PLEASES. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been asserted (in Su. 11) — “among those admissible it could be 
as in the case of the Uttar a (later ones)”.— It is only right that in the case 
of the ‘later ones’, one should milk as many cows as one possesses;— 
because there is no declaration ; i.e. in this case the milking of the ‘ later ones * 
has not been enjoined , it has been only referred to : — why ? — because the 
injunctive sentence has served its purpose by laying down the particular 
details — of resuming speech and so forth ; and as such, it has not the 
capacity to lay down the milking of the ‘ later ones ’ ; in fact, if this also were 
enjoined (by the same sentence), there would be a syntactical split. — 
As for reference, it is always to something that is already known to be 
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admissible ; and the needs of the situation imply that there should be milk- 
ing of as many cows as one possesses, which also implies that there should be 
no milking of cows not belonging to the performer.— “ But how can there be 
a milking of all the cows one may possess (during a sacrificial performance) ? ” 
—This we are going to explain later on, under 11. 1. 49. — From all this it 
follows that one may milk as many as one pleases ; one should milk as many 
cows as one happens to possess. 


jp grir a ~r a w a (4) : . ‘ Prospective ’ acts may be repeated over 
and over again. 

Bhasya. 

In regard to 1 prospective ’ sacrifices [sacrifices laid down as to be per- 
formed lor the obtaining of a definite reward], there arises the following 
question — Is the prospective sacrifice to be performed only once? Or 
may it be repeated again and again by a person desiring a larger reward ? 

On this question, the Siddhanta is as follows :■ — 

SUTRA (20). 

Is the case of a sacrifice, there shotted be results following 

FROM EACH PERFORMANCE, AS IN THE CASE OF AGRICULTURAL 
OPERATIONS, — BECAUSE THEY ARE BROUGHT ABOUT 

by the Performance. 

Bhasya. 

In the case of a prospective sacrifice, there should be a distinct result 
following from each performance of it,— because results are brought about by 
the performance; as a matter of fact, results are brought about by the 
performance of the sacrifice. — “How do you know this?” — Before the 
performance of the act, the result is not there ; — if it were there already, 
there would be no need for the performance of the act ; — that it comes after 
the performance is learnt from the Vedic text; — what does not exist before 
the act, and comes after the act, is regarded as brought about by that act; 
— as in the case of agricultural operations,— i.e. grains are brought about by 
agricultural operations. — Under the circumstances, if what is not already 
there is brought about by the sacrifice, then this should be so again and 
■again, as in the ease of grains. 

SUTRA (21). 

Thus too there would be a justification for the particular 

POSITION ASSIGNED TO THE PERFORMANCE, BY VIRTUE OF ITS 
BEING SOMETHING TO BE DONE, 

Bhasya. 

' It is only when this is done that it is possible for the actions when per- 
formed repeatedly to be assigned a particular position ; and then alone 
would texts like the following be justified — ‘Of these, for those who perform 
the sacrifice first, Oauh is the Alimtra ; for those who perform it for the 
second time, it is Ayu$ ’ ; such expressions as ‘ performing first ’ and ‘ per- 
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forming a second time’ are possible only when there is repeated per- 
formance.— -From this it follows that one may repeat the sacrifice as often 
as one likes. 

SUTRA (22). 

[Purvapaksa argument against Siddhdnta — continued]— “ But it 
SHOULD BE ONCE ONLY; AS THE PURPOSE IS FULFILLED 
THEREBY,— AS IN THE CASE OF SUBSIDIARIES.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ As a matter of fact, the Prospective Sacrifice should be performed 
once only ;— why ? — because the purpose is fulfilled thereby, — i.e. the purpose 
of the injunction is served by the single performance of the sacrifice ; and 
when it has been so fulfilled, there can be no need for doing it again.— 

* What is the purpose of the Injunction ? ’ — It is the result accruing to the 
performer of the sacrifice, and the result accruing to the performer 
of the Homa -offering. — .‘How so?’ — The act to be performed is spoken 
of by the verbal root in such injunctive verbs as * yajeta ’ ( * should sacrifice ’ ), 

‘ juhuyat ’ (‘should pour oblations’); — the performer is spoken of by the 
affix in the verb ; as between these two, the performer is the predominant, 
and the action, the subordinate, factor ; — there being the general principle 
that the basic root and the affix conjointly express what is denoted by 
the affix ; such use also as ‘ pachati devadattah ’, where the nominative comes 
after the verb, is possible only when the performer is the predominant factor ; 
it is for this reason that the result is spoken of as accruing to the performer 
of the sacrifice and the performer of the Homa. The man has become 
such a performer of the sacrifice and of the Homa by doing the acts only 
once; — under the circumstances, any second or later performance would be 
entirely useless,— the purpose having been already fulfilled,- — as in the 
case of subsidiaries ; i.e. the subsidiaries are performed only for the purpose 
of making the Main Sacrifice equipped with subsidiaries, and when this 
is accomplished by the single performance of the subsidiaries, these are 
not repeated ; and it should be the same in the case in question also.’ 

SUTRA (23). 

[PurvapaJcsa argument — concluded ] — “ Such is the signification 
OF WORDS IN ORDINARY LIFE ALSO.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ In common parlance also, the signification of words is the same ; 
when, for instance, it is said ‘ Bring fuel,’ the man asked to do so brings 
it only once, not again and again.’’ 
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SUTRA (24). 

[Purvapaksa arguments refuted ] — In fact, in the relationship 
IN QUESTION, ONE SHOULD BE UNDERSTOOD TO DO AS HE 
PLEASES; — AS THERE IS NO DECLARATION; IN 
THE INJUNCTIONS THERE COULD BE ONLY 
GENERAL DECLARATIONS. 

Bhasya. 

In fact, it cannot be that in the matter of the relationship between the 
act and the man seeking for reward, the man should undertake the act once 
only; die should he understood to do as he pleases , — he may do the act once 
or several times ; if he desires large rewards, he would do it several times • 
while if he is contented with a small reward, he would do it only once. — 
Why so ? — Because there is no declaration', i.e. what is declared in the sen- 
tence is not the result accruing to the performer of the Sacrifice or of the 
Homa.—Ass for the principle that ‘ the basic root and the affix jointly express 
what is denoted by the affix’, this is true only of such names (nouns) as are 
based upon the presence of some action, — e.g. ‘cooker V ‘ chopper’ and the 
like ; — in the case of Verbs, neither the Agent nor the Action is the pre- 
dominant factor; the predominant factor in all verbs is Being, and as such 
what it expresses is the Being (coming into existence) of something ; as what 
■is required is a number of contributory causes possessed of this Being; — 
so that when the verb ‘ yajeta ’ (‘ should sacrifice’) is there, it is 
required to know — (a) by what one is to sacrifice — (b) for what purpose, — 
and (c) how. In case the performing Agent were the predominant factor, 
as there would be no action to be done, there would be no need to 
find out its contributory causes. For instance, in regard to the term 
‘Cooker,’ one does not need to know — by what— for what pxirpose — 
and how. In fact, what is expressed is the Being or bringing into 
existence of the Result, not of the Action; as the Action is spoken of 
with the Instrumental Ending, — as we find in the ease of such ex- 
pressions as * Udbhidd yajeta , ’ ‘ Balabhidd yajeta \ If the Action were 
meant to be what is brought into existence, then it should have been 
spoken of with the Accusative Ending. — -It is Heaven which is the result 
desired to be attained; as it is this that is spoken of along with, the 
term ‘ Kama ’ ( ‘ Desire ’ ), in the compound ‘ Svargakdmah ’ (‘ Desiring 
heaven ’). Thus the meaning of the injunction comes to be this — 
‘ Desiring heaven, one should bring about this heaven by means of the 
Sacrifice’ ; what is to be brought into existence is clearly something 
not already extant ; as what is already extant cannot be brought into 
existence. If then, a non-existing thing has to be brought into exist- 
ence, it could be brought about again and again; as we find in the 
case of agricultural operations. Hence we conclude that when a man 
is seeking for a result, he should repeat, as often as he pleases, the 
act calculated to bring about that result. If there were any rule where- 
by the act should be done once only, — then in the case of the in- 
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junction of the Oauh (as the Atirdtra) — ‘Of these, those who perform 
the Sacrifice for the first time, etc.,’ — these sentences would have to 
be regarded as optional alternatives to the sentence ‘ Perform the sacrifice 
for- the second time ’ ; and this would involve a syntactical split, the 
construction necessitated being — * Those who perform the sacrifice for the 
second time, for these, the Qauh, Cow, is the Atirdtra ’ (which would be 
absurd). 

StiTRA (25). 

In the case of subsidiaries, it is so on account of there 

BEING A SINGLE * WORD \ 

Bhasya . 

As for the argument (urged in Su. 22) that “it should he as in the 
case of subsidiaries,” — in the case of subsidiaries, it is only right that they 
should be performed only once, — as there is a single word ; i.e. in that case 
there is a single ‘word’ (text) laying down the main sacrifices and the 
subsidiaries, — the subsidiaries being included by the requirements of each 
case; as we have explained already; and these i^quirements are met by 
the subsidiaries once for all; hence there is no reason for these being re 
peated again and again. — In the case in question, however, the action 
(Sacrifice) in question is productive of the Result which has not been in 
existence ; and hence there is no incongruity in a fresh result appearing 
after each performance; so that the reason put forward is found to be 
fallacious and hence there is no analogy to the case of subsidiaries. 

SUTRA (26). 

IN ORDINARY LIFE, THE ACTION IS DETERMINED BY THE NEED. 

Bhasya. 

Tt has been urged (under Su. 23) that “ it would be as in ordinary 
life ” ; but -in ordinary life , the action is determined by the need ; bo that if 
there is need for it, the man brings the fuel repeatedly even though he has 
been told to bring it only once,-— and even though told to bring it repeated- 
ly, he brings it only once (if the needs are met by it), — and even though 
told to bring fuel, he may not bring it at all (if he finds that all the fuel 
needed is already there). — In the case in question, however, where matters 
are determined by verbal texts, the action undertaken has to be in strict 
accordance with the texts; hence the example of ‘ordinary life’ is not 
germane to the point at all. 



Adhikarana (o) : 4 Threshing ’ and such acts ha/ve to be 
repeated till the Rice is obtained . 

SUTRA (27). 

The actions are subservient to the purpose,— and the 

PURPOSE IS PERCEPTIBLE ; HENCE THE ACTIONS SHOULD 
BE REGARDED AS COMPLETED ONLY ON THE 
ACCOMPLISHMENT OF THE PURPOSE. 

Bhasya, 

In the ease of actions with a visible purpose, — such as are laid down in 
the texts (a) ‘Threshes the vrihi corn (6) ‘ Pounds the rice’, and so fortbjon 
the performance should be repeated (a) till the Rice is obtained and (b) till 
the Flour is obtained. — Why so? — Because in these cases, the purpose to be 
-served (the result to be obtained) is a perceptible one, — in. the shape of Rice 
and 'Flour ; it is these that are needed ; as what has got to be secured is the 
Cake (which cannot be got without the Rice and the Flour). Hence it is 
understood that the performance of the acts (of Threshing and Pounding) is 
for the said purpose only. Under the circumstances, if the act of Thresh- 
ing were abandoned after once raising the pestle and letting it fall upon the 
grains, — or if the pounding were abandoned after once rubbing the pounding 
stone up and down, — then the purpose to be served by these acts would not 
be accomplished at all. Hence the actions should he regarded as completed 
only on the accomplishment of the mid purpose, he. they should be repeated 
till the Rice and the Flour have been secured. 


Adhik arana (6): Such ‘ Threshing 5 and other acts 
as are meant for bringing about ‘ unseen ’ results 
should be performed only once, 

SUTRA (28). 

Where the mere act is enjoined, and there is no visible 

RESULT, THE ACTION WOULD BE COMPLETE BY DOIN0 
EXACTLY AS LAID DOWN. 

Bhdsya. 

In a case however where no visible result is effected, — e.g. in the case 
of the injunction ‘Filling the mortar of Udumbam wood with all kinds of 
herbs he threshes the grain, and places it therein’, — the obtaining of Rice is 
not what is meant,— there being no injunction of any such thing as the Cahe 
for whieh the Rice would be required hence, in this case, the single 
performance of the act fulfils the purposes of the injunction, and there 
need be no repetition of it. — There are some people however in whose- 
opinion the action of ‘ Threshing ’ stands for that raising and letting 
fall of the mortar which brings out the Rice ; and according to these people, 
even in the case cited, the act has to be repeated till the Rice is obtained. — 
This opinion, however, is not a sound one ; because we find the term ‘ threshes ’ 
(•‘ avahanti ’ ) used even where there is no rice concerned; e.g. in such expres- 
sions as — * Kasayamavahanti * Kinvamavahanti ’. — Nor can such usage of the 
term ‘ avahanti * be treated as figurative ; as there is nothing to distinguish it 
from the other use of it ; as in both eases etymologically the term * avahanti * 
is understood to signify the act of Threshing only ; nor is the term as a whole 
(apart from its etymology) known to have any other signification. As a 
matter of fact, in most cases the term is used in the sense of that threshing 
which brings out Rice. Hence the opinion (of some people) referred to 
must be wrong. 


Adhikarana (7) : Subsidiaries lilce the 4 Praydja ’ 
should be performed only once. 

■ Bhdsya. 

With reference to the Praydja and other such subsidiaries, we proceed to 
consider the following question — Should these be performed only once ? or 
should there be repetition, even though no such repetition has been 
enjoined ? 

In accordance with the conclusion arrived at in the preceding Sutra, 
the answer to this question is that there should be only one performance. 

As against this Siddhdnta, there is the following Purvapaksa : — 

StJTRA (29). 

[ F ft bvapaks a] — “If the act is repeated, there would be 

LARGENESS IN THE RESULT BY INFERENCE — AS IN THE 
CASE OF SACRIFICES.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ There should be repetition ; — why ?— because when there is repetition, 
larger results follow. — ‘ How do you know that ? — By inference. — •' What is 
that Inference ? ’-—It is this — Before the performance of the Subsidiary there 
was no help rendered to the Main Sacrifice, — such help comes about after 
that performance, — hence it is concluded that the help has been rendered 
by the Subsidiary ; — and if it is so done, then the Subsidiary should be per- 
formed again and again; — as in the case of sacrifices ; i.e. just as in the case 
of such sacrifices as the Saurya and the like, the result is brought about by 
the Sacrifice and hence the repetition of the Sacrifice brings about larger 
results, — so should it be in the case in question also.” 

SUTRA (30). 

[Siddhanta] — In fact, it should be only once ; because 

THE INCENTIVE IS ONE ONLY. 

Bhd$ya. 

In fact, the subsidiary should be performed once only, not repeatedly ; 

why ’ ” — because the incentive is one only ; the only incentive to the per- 
formance of subsidiaries consists in the help that they render to the 
tnain sacrifices. — “ What is it ? ” — It is that whereby the main sacrifices 
bring about the result. — Now this help having been rendered by the 
subsidiary performed once, the main sacrifices, thus helped, bring about 
the results ; so that there need be no further performance of the sub- 
sidiary, If, on the other hand, the help has not been rendered, then 
there is all the less reason for its repetition; because when the sub- 
sidiary has not rendered any help in its first performance, what hope can 
there be that it will render it when performed again ? 
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SUTRA (31). 

If thebe were uncertainty, then there would be no 

LIMITATION OF THE EXTENT OF THE SACRIFICE. 

Bhasya. 

If there were uncertainty, — as to the subsidiary being performed once or 
several times,— then there could be no such limitation of the extent of the 
sacrifice as we find asserted as a settled fact, in the declaration — ‘ There are 

fourteen offerings at the Paumamdsa sacrifice, and thirteen at the Darsha ’ ; 

Even if there were such a statement, it could foe only partly true ; and that 
would militate against the exact form of the sacrifice.— Hence there should 
be no repetition. 

SUTRA (32). 

Inasmuch as the result is brought about by action, 

THERE WOULD BE DIVERSITY OF RESULTS IN THE 
CASE OF SACRIFICES. 

Bhasya. 

It has been argued (in Su. 29) that “ it should be as in the ease of sacri- 
fices”. — But in the ease of sacrifices, it is only right that there should be 
repetition ; because the result is brought about by action ; in the ease of sacri- 
fices, the result is brought about by the undertaking of the act; so that by 
another undertaking, another result would be brought about. — In the case 
of the subsidiary, on the other hand, the only well-defined result is that it 
should render the main sacrifice capable of bringing about the desired 
result ; and if this has been done by a single performance, there need be no 
other performance so that the reason put forward is found to be falla- 
cious; and hence the citing of the example of 4 sacrifices ’ is not right. 

SUTRA (33). 

[Objection] — “ It is not so; the repetition is positively useful; 

THE REPETITION WOULD BE USELESS IF THE PURPOSE SERVED 
WERE ONE AND THE SAME; AS IN THE CASE OF ‘ EATING 
ONCE*; THERE IS HOWEVER NO LIMIT TO THE PUR- 
POSE SERVED, AND INASMUCH AS IT SERVES THE 
PURPOSE OF INCITING EFFICIENCY IN THE MAIN 

Sacrifice, — there should be no- . . 

RESTRICTION.” 

Bhasya. 

Says the Purmpdksin~“ It has been argued (by the Siddhdntin ) that 
the purpose having been served by the single performance, a repetition would 
he useless.— Our answer to this is as follows -.—The repetition , of the whole 
host of subsidiaries, is positively useful,-— &nd such repetition is not use- 
less.— How so t The repetition would be useless if the purpose served 
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ware one and the. same ; i.e. if the repeated performance of the subsidiary 
served the same purpose as its single performance, then the repetition 
would be useless just as vn the case of * eating once ’ ; the eating, if 
repeated at once (immediately after the first eating), brings about the 
same satisfaction (no more or less); and hence it is not repeated.— In 
the case in question, however, there is no limit to the purpose served ; 
i.e. there is no such idea as that ' the subsidiary renders just this 
much of help 5 .— ‘But there is the idea that it renders just as much 
help as enables the Main Sacrifice to bring about the result '. — True, 
that is so; but inasmuch as it serves the purpose of inciting efficiency in 
the main sacrifice, there should he no restriction; i.e. the Subsidiary is 
meant for inciting that efficiency in the Main Sacrifice which leads to 
the accomplishment of the result; — this result of the Main Sacrifice can 
have no limit; — being larger when the help rendered by the subsidiaries 
is larger, and smaller when the help is smaller. If the subsidiary is 
repeated, the help rendered by it is certainly larger,— as it is the effect 
of that; hence there should be no restriction - — as to the performance of 
the subsidiary being once only or repeated 

StJTRA (34). 

[PurvapaksirC s answer to Siddhdnta argument in Su. 31] — “On 

ACCOUNT OF SEPARATENESS, THERE WOULD BE LIMITATION 

. . ON THE BASIS OF THE INJUNCTION.” 

Bhasya. 

“It has been argued (by the Siddhantin in Su, 31) that repetition 
would be incompatible with the statement of the exact number of 
oblations. — -The answer to this is that on account of the separateness 
of the help rendered, it is only reasonable that there should be repetition ; 
the statement of the precise number of oblations can be a mere reiterative 

reference ; and this reference is to the injunctions of the oblations, 

of fourteen oblations at the Paurnamasa, and of thirteen at the Darsh ; — 
so that the precise number mentioned cannot pertain to the oblations, 
it pan pertain figuratively only to the injunctions of the oblations.” 

SUTRA (35). 

[Siddhmilin’s answer to the Purvapakm qbjeclions] — In realit y 
THERE SHOULD BE NO REPETITION, AS THE DECLARATION OF 
PROCEDURE IS ONE ONLY, AND ALL HAVE BEEN ENJOINED 
SIMULTANEOUSLY,— AS THE ACTION HAS NO RESULT OF 
ITS OWN;— AND YET IT IS PERFORMED, AS IT 

helps the Main Action. 

BMstja. 

In reality there should be no repetition of the subsidiaries why ? 

because the declaration of procedure, is om only ; i.e. there is only one declara- 
44 
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tion of the subsidiaries and the main actions ;— and this being only 
one, they are all enjoined simultaneously ; the form of the injunction 
being — ‘one should perform such and such a sacrifice along with its 
subsidiaries ’ ; — such being the case, the sacrifice having become equipped 
with its subsidiaries, through the single performance of these latter, 
there can be no need for performing them again. — “ But there would 
be larger help rendered by the repeated act.” — If the subsidiaries 
were to render invisible help, then, in that case the possibility of larger 
help could be inferred; as a matter of « fact, the help that the sub- 
sidiaries render is the visible one of rendering the Main Sacrifice ‘equipped 
with subsidiaries 1 ; and this ‘equipment with subsidiaries’ remains just 
the same even when there is repetition, — and it is this, that is related 
to the Result ;— the injunction being that ‘ one should perform the sacrifices 
atony with subsidiaries', not that ‘one should perform the subsidiaries’; 
the only purpose served by the subsidiaries is that they bring about 
the said ‘equipment’ in the main sacrifice. 

The above explanation of the Sutra is open to the following objection 
At the time that the Praydjas (subsidiaries) are performed, neither the 
Main Sacrifice nor the resultant Apurva is there at the time . that 
the Main Sacrifice or the resultant Apurva is there, the Praydjas are 
not there;— so that, at the time that the SamU and the rest are there 
without the ‘unseen’ factor, the ‘Equipment of subsidiaries’ is not there; 
how then could there be any help (rendered by the subsidiaries) ? — 
Further, if the Sacrifice were the only factor in the subsidiaries, and 
there were no Apurva, — then it would mean that there is nothing, no General 



Law, to indicate the performance of the Istis and the Pashubandhas as 
subsidiaries of the Soma-sacrifice. When there is no Apurva, there is no 
need for the Procedure; and the procedure of the Sacrifice itself being 
already known, no procedure would be indicated by any General Law ; — 
and this would not be compatible with the following declarations — (a) * For 
him therd are a hundred Praydjas’, — (6) ‘One offers the Samistayajus — 
(c) ‘Having offered the Paridhis, he offers the Hariyojana’. 

In view of these objections, the Sutra should be explained as follows : — 
There should be no repetition of the subsidiaries, as the declaration of 
procedure is only one; there is only one declaration of procedure relating 
to the subsidiaries and the Main Sacrifices ; and as this is one only, there 
is simultaneous injunction of the whole set of subsidiary and main 
sacrifices ; — of the main sacrifices, there is no repetition, — why. ? — because 
what has been laid down in the text ‘ Desiring heaven, one should perform 
the Darsha-Purnamasa ’ is fulfilled by the single performance of the 
Main Sacrifices (like the Darsha-Purrf,amdsa) ; — and when ‘the purpose 
of the injunction has been accomplished, the result invariably follows; 
so that there can be no need for repeating the sacrifice. Similarly in 
the case of subsidiaries also, when they have been performed once, the 
injunctions of those have been fulfilled; — those having been fulfilled, the 
result that had been understood as following from the subsidiaries, should 
be regarded as accomplished ; and such being the case, any repetition 
of it would be useless. — As for the argument that the repetition would 
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bring about larger results, — that cannot be right; the help rendered by 
the subsidiaries is effective in the bringing about of that result which 
follows from the Darsha-Pumamdua sacrifices, -rand not in the appearance 
of any fresh result ; if a fresh result were brought about by the subsidiaries, 
that would be the result of the subsidiaries themselves; as a matter of 
fact, however, subsidiaries have no results of their own; all that they 
do is to render some sort of an imperceptible help to the main sacrifices in 
the bringing about of their results; — this help having been rendered by 
the first, performance, there can be no largeness of results due to the 
repeated performance of the subsidiaries. 

SUTRA (36). 

[Objection]— “ Really these should be repetition ; as 

‘SINGLENESS OP PERFORMANCE 5 HAS BEEN SPOKEN OF 
IN CONNECTION WITH ‘ CHOPPING ‘ SPRINKLING ’ 

AND ‘ SLICING V’ 

Bhasya, 

“ Really there should be repetition of the subsidiaries.-— Why ? — Because 
(a) in connection with the Pitryajha, we read— ‘The grass is chopped 
once 5 ; — (b) in connection with the Anuyaja, it is said ‘Sprinkles the 
Paridhis once' ; — (c) in connection with the Svistakrt, it is said — ‘From the 
second half, one slices once’. — All these declarations would have some sense 
only if there were repeated performance of subsidiaries {in other oases). — 
From this it follows that there should he repetition.” 

SUTRA (37). 

[Objection answered] — In reality, there should be no repetition ; 
as (in the cases cited) it has got to be specially mentioned. 

Bhasya. 

On account of reasons already adduced, there should be no repetition 
of subsidiaries. — It has been argued that “the declaration of * singleness 5 
in connection with Chopping, etc., indicates that there should be repetition 
in other cases”. — Our answer to this is as follows — Even when there 
is no repetition of subsidiaries. Singleness has got to be declared in 
connection with the Chopping, etc., because at the Darsha-Purnamdsa 
the grass used is that Chopped repeatedly, and as this is the archetype 
of the Pitryajha at this latter also the grass would appear to be ‘ repeatedly 
chopped 5 : it is with a view to exclude this possibility that the singleness 
of the chopping has gob to be emphasised.— Similarly in connection with 
the Prayhjas, the sprinkling has been laid down as to bo done ‘thrice’; — 
the same would come in at the A p,>pyi,a$ also; hence with a view to 
exclude this 1 threefoldness it is na<;ess4ry to stress the singleness, — 
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Similarly * Two slicings’ having been laid down without special . refer- 
ence to any sacrifice, the same becomes admissible at the Svistakrt also ; 
hence in order to exclude this, singleness has got to be emphasised.— - 
From all this, it follows that it is not reasonable to deduce that there 
should be repetition simply from the declaration of ‘singleness’ in connec- 
tion with * chopping ’, * sprinkling ’ and * slicing ’. 


; ‘ * f - 
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Adhikarana (8) : The Plural number in terms like 
6 Kapihjaldn 5 stands for Three : ( Kapihjala-nydya \ 

' Bhd-sya. 

There is the text — ‘ Vasanlaya kapihjdldn dlabhate’ [‘ Sacrifices the 
Kapihjala-birds to Vasanta '], — In regard to this, we consider the following 
question — should three or four or five birds be sacrificed, by option? or 
should only three be sacrificed ? On this question, the Purvapaksa is as 
follows : — 

SUTRA (38). 

[POrvapaksa — continued] — “ As the plural number makes all 

■ ADMISSIBLE, THERE SHOULD BE OPTION.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ The animals should be sacrificed optionally. — Why ? — Because all are 
•admissible ; all the several numbers are made admissible by the presence of 
the Plural Number ; i.e. all the numbers ? are equally expressed by the Plural 
ending; as it is so used everywhere.— It is impossible to adopt all the 
numbers simultaneously ; hence there should be option (among the several 
numbers signified by the Plural ending). 

“ Objection — * This would involve the absurdity that the same term 
would have several denotations, which oannot be right.’ — Answer — True, it 
is so; but this contingency has to be adopted, as there is no way out 
of it. — ‘If it is admitted because there is no way out of it, then it 
should not be admitted if there is a way out of it ; there is, however, 
this way out of it — that ‘the Plural ending be taken as really standing 
for Three and as applying to Four and other numbers by reason of 
the presence in these of Three.'' — This -cannot be right ; if the Plural 
ending really denoted Three, then there could be no such expressions 
as ‘ chatvdro brahmandh * (* Four Brahmanas ’ ) [where the Plural ending 
in ‘ brahmandh * appears along with the number Four] ; as, ex hypothesi , 
the word ‘ brahmandh 5 would mean Three Brahmanas, while the word 
‘ Chatvdrah ’ would mean Four-, and there can be no co-ordination between 
‘Three’ and ‘Four’; and there can be no such assertion as ‘Four is 
Three’. — So also with the other numbers.— ‘ The said co-ordination would 
be possible figuratively; just as in the case of the expression Nyagrodhah 
Ksetram (The Banyan-tree is the field) ; Three will indirectly (figuratively) 
indicate Four, by reason of concomitance.’— That may b8 so ; but indirect 
(figurative) indication would have to be admitted. — ‘What can be done ? 
It will have to be admitted, as there is no way out of it’. — But so 
long as there is a way out of it, it should not be admitted ; and there 
is this way out of it that the Plural Number denotes plurality, and as all 
the numbers in question (Three onwards) are plural, the required co-ordina. 
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tion would be direct (not figurative).—' If Plurality were so understood 
as expressed, — what would be that plurality 1 ' — Plurality would be increase, 
aggregation, excess. — ‘ How ? ’ — The root ‘ bamhati ’ which denotes increase 
drops the nasal ‘m’ (according to Unddi-Siitra, 1. 29), and it is from this* 
root that the term ‘ bahu ’ is derived ; ‘ bahu ’ thus means increased, 
in excess ; — all these numbers, Three onwards, are in excess, and hence 
expressed by the term ‘ bahu ’ . — ‘This bahu in the sense of in excess, is 
a relative term; what is in excess in relation to one thing or number 
would be not-in-excess in relation to another’. — True, that is so; where 
a thing is in excess in relation to* one thing is never tiot-in-excess in 
relation to that same thing. For instance, the ‘ Northern ’ Kuru-Country is 
so called in relation to the ‘Southern’ Kuru-Country ; but that does 
not mean that there is no other Country to the north of the former; 
and yet; as having a fixed correlation, the country does not abandon its 
‘ Northern ’ character. Similarly ‘ Three ’ and the higher numbers are 
‘bahu' (‘plural’) in relation to ‘Two’, and they never cease to be 
‘plural’. — ‘But how do you know that the plurality of Three and the 
rest is in relation to Two ? ’ — Answer — There is such relationship only 
among things of the same kind ; when for instance, it is said that 
‘Devadatta is strong’, what is meant is, not that he is powerful in 
relation or comparison to the Elephant or the Lion, but in relation to 
things of the same kind, that is, men. Similarly a Number can have 
Plurality only in relation to a Number ; this correlation cannot be with ‘ one ’ 
because there is no plurality perceived in two things ;■ — Plurality however 
is actually perceived in all the numbers, from Three onwards; from this it is 
.concluded that plurality is in relation to Two. 

“ This Plurality is what is expressed by the Plural Number (in ‘ Kapih- 
jaldn ’). — ‘ How ? ’ — Because it is present when the other is present and absent 
when the other is absent ; for instance , in ‘ Three ’ onwards, the Plurality is 
there, and so is the Plural Number, — while in ‘ Two ’ and ‘ One % there is no 
Plurality andino Plural Number. In fact, it is only in this sense that the name 
* Bahuvachana ’ ( ‘ Plural Number ’ ) becomes applicable (the term * bahuvachana ' 
exactly meaning ‘ expressive of many'). To the same end is the declaration 
of authoritative persons — ‘ Bahusu vachanam ’ [‘ The plural number is used 
when there is a plurality of things ’] ( Panini 1. 4. 21). — If ‘ three ’ were all 
that was expressed by the Plural Number, then the authoritative person 
should have used the words ‘ Trim bahuvachanam ' [‘The Plural Number 
is used when there are three things' ]; as this would have been simpler 
and more definite. 

“From all this it follows that the birds spoken of are ‘many’ as 

in relation to ‘two’; and it is established that Plurality subsists in 

the numbers * Three ’ and onwards. — In this way no term would have more 
than one meaning ; and as all numbers would be included under * many ’, 
there would no indirect figurative indication anywhere. 

“It might be argued that — ‘when only three is meant’ the Plural 
Number alone is used without any additional word (as in Brahmandh, 

or Kapinjalfin Cdabheia), while when it stands for four or more, it is 

'accompanied by another 7ord. as ‘ chatvdro brahmandh', (Four Brdh- 
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manas) ’.-This however would not be true; as in the case of Thru 
also, we find the additional word— e.g. ‘ Trayo lokah ’ (‘Three Redons’/ 
<Trayo veddh' {'Three Vedas’). If the Plural Number, without an »ddi- 
tional word, denoted ‘Three ’..then there would be no such diseussion 
as the present one, in regard to the exact signification of the sentence 
‘ Vasantaya kapihjaldn alabheta’ ; just as in regard to this same sentence 
we do not proceed to discuss whether what are to be sacrificed are 
Kapmjalas, or peacocks or pigeons ;- and why ?-simply because we are 
sure that neither peacocks nor pigeons are denoted by the term ‘ Kapihjala \ 
Similarly m the case in question, if we were sure that the Plural Number 
denotes three, and no other number, then, as in the former case, there 
need be no discussion at all 


SUTRA (39). 

[Purvapaksa continued] “But such use is actually 
ROUND ip THIS IS urged [then the answer is 
as in the next Sutra]” 

Bhasya 

“ It might, be argued that—* The Plural Number is actually found to 
be used m the sense of Four onwards;— in such expressions as Four 
tsrahmanas ; hence the present discussion becomes necessary.’ 

[The answer to this is as follows]— 


SUTRA (40). 

[ Pu rvapaks a -contained ] — “ So also in the present c ar e,” 

Bhasya. 

“In the case in question also, the term ‘Kapihjala’ is found used m 
the sense of the Pigeon and the Peacock ; for instance, when a large pigeon is 
described, it is said ‘This is-a Kapihjala, not a pigeon’ similarly when a 
small peacock is described, it is said ‘ This is a Kapihjala , not a peacock V’ 

SUTRA (41). 

[Purvapaksa — continued ] — 1 “ ‘ That is figurative use’, — ip this 
is urged [then the answer is as in the next Sutra] P 

Bhasya. 

“Says the Opponent — * In the cases cited, the term ‘ Kapihjala 5 is used 
figuratively ; and no questions can be raised regarding the figurative use 
of words’. 

“ [The answer to this is as follows] — 
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SUTRA (42). 

[POrvapaksa — concluded ] — “So also in the other case.” 
Bhasya. 

** In regard to the other case , — that of the expression * Four Brah- 
manas’ — it has been pointed that it is a figurative use of the Plural Number; 
and so no question can be raised against the figurative use of words. 

“ Then again, what is expressed by the number (Singular, Dual, or 
Plural) is th u number which is related to the thing denoted by the basic 
noun, — as in the word 1 brdhmandh ’ ; — or, in some cases, it is the denotation 
of the bask' noun itself that is expressed by the Number, — as in the 
case of the words-* ekah ’ (One), * dvau ’ (Two) ; the number Three however is 
not denoted by the basic noun (in the expression * chatvaro brdhmandh ’); 
nor is it the number related to it; hence no such expression as * Chatvarah S 
can be po bil t , It might be argued *bhat — ‘ among four, three also comes in 
as its part : and t he Plural Number would be in relation to that three ’. — But 
two also is included in Four, and so also is one ; so that the Dual Number 
and the iitiintho Number also might as well be used. For all these 
reasons, y-e conclude- that ''the Plural Number is used in regard to Four, 
not becau : ■ i; includes Three, : -but because Four itself is P hired. Thus 
then, the conclusion is that all numbers, from Three onwards to Parardha 
(the highest conceivable number), are denoted by the Plural Number ; 
and when all are denoted by it, the expression * Kapihjaldn dlabheta r 
must xheatx the sacrificing of all these number of birds; consequently, 
there must, be option.” 

SUTRA (43). 

[Siddhanta] In fact, it should be restricted to the very 

FIRST ; THIS CAN BE PASSED OVER ONLY WHEN THERE IS 
SPECIAL REASON FOR IT. 

Bhdsya. 

It should be restricted, to the very first, — i.e. to Three [which is the first 
number to be signified by the Plural Number]. — “Why so?” — Because 
when one takes up Four, he cannot but take up Three, for the simple 
reason that the Three are included in the Four. So that when these 
have been taken up,— what the word (‘ Kapihjaldn'' ) expresses has been 
taken up; i.e. what has been asserted by the words * Kapihjaldn alabheta ’ 
is the q, plurality ■ df ■ birds , — and a plurality of birds have 

been sacrificed when three have been, taken up and sacrificed. — Under 
the circumstances, the ‘Three 1 can be passed over . only when there is 
special reason Jor it; i.e. if there were some special reason why one 
should not do quite what is expressed by the words, and why the 
■ number * Throe* must be passed over, then alone could it be passed over 
(and a larger number taken up) ; — as a matter of fact however, there is no 
such special reason -hence it must be restricted to Three. 
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“The desire for larger results would be the reason (for sacrificing 
a larger number of birds).” 

It is not so ; it is only in cases where several alternative courses are laid 
down,— of which some are simple and some elaborate, — that it is inferred, 
from the very fact of the more elaborate course having been laid down, that 
it would be conducive to larger results ; as in the case of the passage—' One 
cow should be given, — six may be given, — twelve may be given, — twenty -jour 
may be given’.— In the case in question, however, there is only one alterna- 
tive laid down —the sacrificing of a plurality of birds ; and this is as applic- 
able to Three as to Four and higher numbers; so that if one were to abandon 
the simple course of sacrificing only three birds, and adopt the more elabo- 
rate course of sacrificing four or more birds, he would not deserve any 
larger results; as there is no difference in the denotation of the words of the 
text (as pertaining to Three or to Four and the rest). Tor instance, when 
■* it is said Pashumalabheta *(* one should sacrifice an animal’), if one were to 
sacrifice a very large or a very valuable animal, he could not obtain 
any higher result. In fact, if one were to go beyond what is actually 
enjoined (in the expression ‘ PashumdlabMta ’ or .* Kapihjaldn dlabheta’) 
and sacrifice a larger number than what is precisely laid down, with 
a view to secure more meat for himself,— he would certainly be incurring a 
sin, if there were sin involved in killing animals at sacrifices ; even 
if there were no such sin involved, the man would come to be looked down 
upon by all cultured men as ' killing animals with a view to secure 
more meat for himself, even after having fulfilled the behests of the 
injunction.’ 

From all this it follows that only three Kapinjala birds should be 
sacrificed. 

StJTRA (44). 

WE FIND OTHER TEXTS ALSO INDICATIVE OF THE SAME CONCLUSION. 

Bhdsya. 

A text in another connection also indicates the same conclusion that 
has been established by reasonings. This text is — ' ( 1) Krmd ydmyah, (2) 
■amliptd raudrdh, (3) nabhorupdh parjanyah, (4) tesdmaindragno dashamah - 
If each of the first three always stands for only three, then alone can. 
the Aindrdgna be the tenth ; otherwise (if the former stood for more than three) 
then the assertion of the Aindrdgna being the tenth would be only partly 
true. — From this it follows that the number must be restricted to Three. 

SOTRA (45). 

(A) Also because it is only thus that there -would be 

APPROXIMATION TO THE ARCHETYPE ; (B) ALSO AS IN 
THE PREVIOUS CASE. 

Bhdsya. 

(A) The archetype is the animal-sacrifice to Agni-Soma, where the 
number is one only; which is what would be admissible in the case in 



question, under the General Law ; so that there is approximation to this 
number one, if the number Three is adopted ; the adoption of any higher 
number would remove it further from the archetypal number * one V 

(B)— There is the following indicative text also, found in connection 
With the Grhamedhiya — ‘ Odandnuddharati ’ , and then later on, the term 
‘ madhyamasya ’ (‘the middle one’) is used without any other word, which 
shows that what is meant is the ‘middlemost’ from among Three ; in the 
case of higher numbers, we always find an additional word, ‘Panchdnam 
tnadhyamah * (‘ middlemost of five/) ‘ mtdnammadhymah (middlemost 
of eight). 
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Adhikarana (9) : In the case of the injunction ‘ Uttarah 
dohayati ’ , there should he milking of all the cows, 

SUTRA (46). 

[PObvapak§a]— “ In the case oe the ‘lateb ones’, it cannot 

BE AS MANY AS ONE MAY POSSESS; BECAUSE THE INJUNCTION 
MUST LAY DOWN WHAT IS NOT ALBEADY KNOWN.” 

Bhdsya. 

There is milking of cows for preparing the Curd-Butter- Mixture - 
in connection therewith, it is declared— ‘ Having milked three cows, with 
speech controlled, one should give vent to speech and without touching them, 
milk the later ones ’. [ * Vdgyatastisro dohayitvd visratavdk ananvdrabhya 
uttard dohayati']. 

The question that arises is — Is this an injunction ? or a mere reitera- 
tive reference ? 

The Purvapaksa is that — “Laying down something not already known, 
it must be regarded as an Injunction ; a mere reiterative reference would be 
useless”. 

In answer to this, werhave the following Siddhanta : — 

SUTRA (47). 

[Siddhanta] — In beality, it should be done with as many as 

ONE MAY POSSESS ; THE INJUNCTION BEING OF SOMETHING 
ELSE, THE WOBDS IN QUESTION SHOULD BE TAKEN 
AS BEITERATIYE BEFEBENCE. 

Bhdsya. 

The sentence * He milks the later ones* should be regarded as a reitera- 
tive reference, not an Injunction ; because there is an entirely different 
Injunction here in the form of the clause ‘Should give vent to speech, 
without touching them*. This being an injunction, if the sentence in 
question also were an injunction, then there would be syntactical split— 
(a) * should milk the later ones’, (6) ‘ should not be in touch with them’. 

Question — “ Where has this ‘ milking of the later ones’ been previously 
enjoined — to which the text in question is a reference ? ” 

[The answer to this is given in the following Sutra] — 

SUTRA (48). 

Because wholesale milking has been enjoined, 

Bhd§ya. 

As a matter of fact, the wholesale milking of the cows has been enjoin- 
ed in the following text — ‘ NasycUldm ratrim payasd agnihopram juhuydt, 



kumarashcha napayo labheran' [*0n this night mill# sha[l not be offered at 
the Agnihotra, nor shall the boys get any milk’] [which means that all the 
milk is to be held back in ordef to facilitate wholesale milking]. 

Objection — “ This sentence contains only the prohibition of giving milk 
to the boys”. 

Answer — There is no visible purpose served by the prohibiting of giving 
milk to the boys ; so that ‘(if the sentence is taken as a prohibition) it would 
be necessary to assume an unseen result. 

“But under the other view also it would be necessary to have recourse 
to indirect (figurative) indication”. 

Yes ; but it is simpler to have recourse to a function of the words them- 
selves them to assume an unseen factor. Hence the sentence quoted should 
be taken as enjoining the wholesale milking of the cows; this is what is 
Indirectly indicated by the prohibition of milk (for the boys). 

The milking of the * later ones ’ (which are included in the wholesale 
milking) having been thus enjoined by this sentence, the words (‘milks the 
later ones’, ( uttar ah dohayati 5 ) must be taken as a reiterative reference to 
that same milking. 

SUTRA (49). 

Also because a large quantity is required. 

Bhasya. 

There is the mantra — ‘ BahudugdKi indraya, devebhyo havih ’ (where a 
large quantity of milk is spoken of); and this would be saved from being 
only partially true only if all the cows were milked ; and the large quantity is 
always dependent upon the capacity (of the man). 


SUTRA (50). 

Further, in connection with the Agnihotra, there is the 

RULE REGARDING THE USE OF BARLEY-GRUEL, WHICH 
IMPLIES WHOLESALE MILKING. 

Bhasya. 

In connection with the Agnihofra, we read — ‘Nasyaitdm ratrim payasdgni- 
hotram juhuyat, yathdnyasyai dSvatayai dadydt tadrk tat sydt, yavdgva 
juhuyat’ [‘On this night, one should not offer milk at the Agnihotra . . . .one 
should offer Barley-gruel’]; this shows that all the milk has to be kept for 
making the Curd-Butter-Mixture, 


SUTRA (51) 


ALSO THERE IS THE PROHIBITION OF MILK FOR. THE BOYS. 
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SUTRA ( 52 ). 

There is- also the all-embracing indicative text which 
CONNECTS IT WITH THE DEITIES AFTER HAVING 
CONNECTED IT (WITH MEN AND CALVES). 

Bhdsya. 

There is the text—* V atsabhyashcha ha m ltd manusyebhyashcha purd 
apyayayante, athaitarhi devebhya evaita apydyayanti * [ « At first, they satisfy 
the calves and the men, then the same satisfy the deities this text 
indicates the milking of all. — How so ? — What the text says is that ‘ Those 
same that originally satisfied the calves and the men, later on, satisfy the 
deities and what satisfies the calves and the men is (the milk of) all the 
cows 5— hence this text is indicative of the milking of all. 


Adkikarana (10) : Though the 1 Agniya' and other main 
sacrifices are distinct from each other , the 1 Aghdra 5 and 
other minor acts in connection therewith are 
performed 6 in common' . 

Bhdsya. 

At the Darsha-Purfyamasa, the Agneya and the rest are the main sacri- 
fices, — of these, the ‘ Aghdra ’ and the rest are subsidiaries. 

In regard to these latter, we proceed to consider the question — Are these 
subsidiaries to be performed separately in connection with such of the main 
sacrifices ? or, are they to be performed in connection with all of them ‘in 
common’ ? 

In this connection, what has been already discussed under Sutras 
XI. 1. 29. et. seq. [is that the subsidiaries are to be performed only oncej. 
But the question discussed and settled there was in regard to the entire 
Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices; while on the present occasion, it is going to 
be considered in regard to each of the (six) main sacrifices (that constitute the 
Darsha-Purnamdsa). 

On this question this Purvapaksa is as follows : — 

SUTRA (53). 

[P0rvapak§a — continued]— “ Inasmuch as the subsidiaries 

ABE SUBSERVIENT TO THE MAIN SACRIFICES, — WHEN THERE 
IS DIVERSITY OF MAIN SACRIFICES, THERE MUST BE 
DIVERSITY IN THE PERFORMANCE OF THE 
SUBSIDIARIES 

Bhdsya. 

In the performance of the subsidiaries, there must be diversity, — i.e. the 
performance should vary with each Main Sacrifice ; — and with each Main 
Sacrifice, there should be a distinct performance of the subsidiaries — why ? — 
Because they are subservient to the main sacrifices, — i.e. because they are sub- 
servient to a Principal ; as a matter of fact, the subsidiaries are enjoined as 
serving the purposes of a Principal, in order to make the Principals equipped 
with subsidiaries; — and when the subsidiaries are connected with the Princi- 
pals, it is not meant that they should be so connected all together; because 
what are enjoined are, not the Principals, but the subsidiaries ; and no acces- 
sory of what is not itself enjoined by a sentence can be meant to be predicated 
by that sentence; ^g. in the sentence ‘ Graham sammarspi ’ (‘washes the 
cup’), the singleness of the cup is not meant to be predicated [because it is 
not the cup, hut its washing, that is enjoined in the sentence]. Such being 
the ease, the connection of the subsidiaries should be made with each one of 
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the Principals separately ; if they were performed only once, they would be 
connected with the Principals as a whole non-distributively ; just like the 
connection of the Pras/amya and the Udayamya with the jSkadashim (see 
above, Sutra 10. 6. 6. et seq .). — Tt has been declared too (under Su. 
11. 1. 16) that the connection should be made with all together, jointly. — 
From all this it follows that there should be a distinct performance of the 
subsidiaries in connection with each Principal (Main Sacrifice) 

SUTRA (54). 

[RObvapaesa — concluded] — “ Thebe would be disturbance of 

THE OBDEB OF SEQUENCE, IF THEBE WERE SIMULTANEITY”. 

Bhasya. 

“There is a certain order of sequence among the Main Sacrifices ; and in 
that same order have they got to be accompanied by the subsidiaries if 
then the subsidiaries were performed only once * in common ’ connection with 
all the main sacrifices, [this could be done only after all the Main Sacrifices 
had been performed], and this would mean that the Agmsomlya (which 
is the second of the Main Sacrifices) would be commenced before the 
Agniya (the first of the Main Sacrifices) had become equipped with 
subsidiaries; and this would be a ‘disturbance of the order of sequence’ 
among the Main Sacrifices. — On the other hand, if the subsidiaries were 
performed separately with each of the Main Sacrifices, then the Agnisormya 
along with the subsidiaries would come in only after the Agniya had 
been completed along with the subsidiaries ; so that there would be no 
disturbance in the order of sequence. 

“Another party says — If the subsidiaries were performed in common, 
then, during the time that the Tanunapdt (the second of the subsidiaries) 
is helping the Agniya (the first Main Sacrifice), the Samit (the first sub- 
sidiary) would be helping the Agnisormya (the second sacrifice); and thus 
there would a disturbance of the order of sequence in the help rendered, 

“Further, such details as Angardpohana etc. and Samsparshi and the 
like are actually performed separately, in connection with each Main Sacri- 
fice; and these details do not differ in any way from the Subsidiaries, 
Aghara and the rest. ” 

SUTRA (55). 

[SiddhInta] — In fact, thebe should be simultaneity ; because 

THINGS STANDING ON THE SAME FOOTING HAVE BEEN ENJOINED 
BY THE SAME TEXT, AND BECAUSE WE PERCEIVE' 

NO DIFFERENCE. 

Bhasya. 

The term ‘ tu ’ (‘in fact’) introduces a different view. 

1 1 is not the right view that the performance of the subsidiaries should 
x be different with each Main Sacrifice ; as a matter of fact, there should be 
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simultaneity ; i.e. there should be only one performance; and the sub- 
sidiaries, performed once, become connected with all the Main Sacrifices 
simultaneously; — because when the things (subsidiaries) standing on the 
same footing, are laid down by the same text, we do not 'perceive any 
difference in the matter of their subserving the purpose (of the Main Sacrifices). 
All the subsidiaries stand on the same footing, as regards (a) their per- 
former, (6) place (of performance), and (c) time (of performance) (a) 
there are four Priests (as performers) at the Sacrificial Performances 
of the Darsha-Purnamasa,-—(b) ‘ the level ground 5 is the place laid down for 
the performance of those sacrifices, in the text* One should perform the 
Darsha-Purrtamdsa sacrifices on level ground 5 , — and (c) the time for the 
Darsha -Purnamdsa has been laid down in the text ‘One should per- 
form the Paurnamdsa on the Full Moon Day and the Darsha on the Moonless 
day 5 ; — and it is going to be shown under Su. 11. 2, 7 that the Place, 
Time, and Performer of the subsidiaries are the same as those of the 
Main Sacrifices. — Further, it is by means of a single text — ‘Desiring 
heaven, one should perform the Darsha-Purnarmsa 5 — that the Main Sacri- 
ficed have been enjoined as leading to the Result. — “What if that is 
so ? 55 — What follows from this is that in bringing about the result, there is 
joint functioning (of the subsidiaries),— -which means that the desire in 
the mind of the person desiring heaven is for performing the subsidiaries 
simultaneously, not for performing all of them with each one of the 
Main Sacrifices. In fact, if the Aghdra and other subsidiaries were per- 
formed with a desire to perform all, then we could perceive no difference 
in them, — standing, as they do, on the same footing, as having the 
same Performer, Place and Time, — as to whether they appertain to the 
Agnisomiya or to the Agneya ; and yet it is possible for them to subserve 
the purposes of all; hence they do come to subserve the purpose of 
all, and consequently, they should not be repeated. 

SUTRA (56). 

AS THEY WOULD BE SERVING ONE AND THE SAME PURPOSE, 

IT WOULD INVOLVE NO DISORDER. 

' ■ Bhdsya. 

It has been argued (under Su. 54) that “ if there is simultaneity, there 
would be disturbance of the order of sequence 55 . — Our answer to that is as 
follows : — As they would he serving one and the same purpose, it would involve 
no disorder ; i.e. there would be no disturbance of the order of sequence; — 
“why? 55 — because they would be serving one and the same purpose ; — it 
has been said already that the subsidiaries function jointly ; so that 
they are performed together, not separately one by one; so that the 
performance of any one of them would serve no purpose at all; — and 
it is only when there is connection with each one of several things 
that there can be an order of sequence ; hence in the performance of 
the subsidiaries, there can be no * order of sequence 5 ; whence then could 
there be any * disturbance of the order of sequence 5 ? 
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As for the disturbance in the order of sequence of the help rendered by 
the subsidiaries, — there also, the Aghara does not help the Main Sacrifices 
as soon as it is performed, for the simple reason that at that time the Main 
Sacrifices themselves are not there (not having been performed) it is only 
when all the subsidiaries have been performed, that the ‘Unseen Forces’ 
(set going by them) join together and render their help to the Main Sacri- 
fices .—that the subsidiaries also function jointly has been shown under 
Siitra 11. 1. 6. So that there is no disturbance of the order of sequence in 
regard to the help rendered by the subsidiaries. 

SUTRA (57). 

Thebe is also a text indicative of the same conclusion, — 

SAYS KImUKAYANA. 

Bhasya. 

There is also a text indicative of the same conclusion — that has been 
arrived at by means of reasoning,— so has thought the Teacher KdmuM- 
yana. — “ What is that text?”— It is this — ‘There are fourteen oblations 
at the Paurnamdsa sacrifice and thirteen at the Darsha’ ; if there were 
repetition, the number of 'oblations would not remain restricted to Thirteen 
or Fourteen. 

As for the argument (urged under Su. 54) that “ as in the case of the 
Samsparshi, so also in the case of such subsidiaries as are indirectly helpful, 
there may be repetition”,— our answer is as follows : — 

SUTRA (58). 

In view of the General Principle, there may be , sequence 

ONLY IN CASE OF INABILITY, — BECAUSE AN EMBELLISH- 
MENT SERVES THAT PURPOSE. 

Bha?ya. 

There is the General Principle that ‘ subsidiaries functioning jointly 
should be performed together ’ ; hence they should, as a rule, be performed 
together in all cases. — It is only in case of inability, — -as in the case 
of * Dharma — samsparsha — that there may be sequence, and hence 
separate performance ; for instance, a single performance of the Angara - 
pohana cannot serve for the cooking of all things ; nor would the pasting 
of one cake bring about the pasting of all the cakes; — because an 
embellishment serves that purpose; i.e. the A ngardpohana has been laid 
down as an embellishment for the cooking it is for this reason that 
in the case of those subsidiaries which are directly and visibly help- 
ful, they should be repeated with each Main Sacrifice; otherwise the 
sacrifice itself could not be accomplished. [But this cannot be so in 
the case of the subsidiaries in question, which are helpful only indirectly — 
through an intervening Apurva.] - 
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StJTRA (59). 

[Objection] — ‘‘ Even though ‘ untouched ’ [it should be 
repeated], as it is for that purpose 

Bhasya. 

“ The Aghara and other subsidiaries, even though ‘untouched’, should 
be repeated with each Main Sacrifice. — ‘Why?’ — Because, it is for that 
purpose ; the - special fact is clearly recognised that when something is 
done in close proximity to another, it is for the sake of this latter;— 
the subsidiaries beginning with the Aghara and ending with the Ajyabhdga 
are. close to the Agneya, and those beginning with the Svistakrt are close to 
the Agnisomiya ; — this distinction is clearly perceived; — and so there must 
be difference among the subsidiaries. From this it follows that in close 
proximity to the Upamshuyaja and other sacrifices the subsidiaries begin- 
ning with the Aghara are to be performed before, and. those beginning 
with the Svisfakrt are to be. performed after, the said Upamshuyaja 
auoh would be the distinction among the ‘ Samsparshi ’ details themselves.” 

SUTRA (60). 

[ Answer ] — In fact, it would be on account of capacity ; 
like the lamp. 

Bhasya. 

It has been argued that — “This special feature is perceived that the 
details appertain to that in close proximity to which they- are found; and 
that hence there should be repetition”. — This is not right; — why ?— 
because of capacity; — they have the capacity to help all the sacrifices, 
even though they may be performed in proximity to only one of them ;— 
like the lamp ; when several Brahmanas are dining, though the lamp 
may be placed near one of them, it would benefit all of them. — Hence we 
conclude that there should be no repetition. 

SUTRA (61) 

[Purvapaksa — reasserted] — “ In ordinary life, it is determined 

BY THE NEEDS OF EACH CASE ; WHERE THERE IS AN INJUNCTION, 

IT SHOULD BE PERFORMED ALONG WITH EACH PRINCIPAL ”. 

Bhasya. 

“We have not hitherto answered the details of the Siddhantin's argu- 
ment ; this is what is done now.— It has been asserted that it would be like 
the Lamp;— but that is not right; because in' ordinary life, it is determined 
by the needs of each case, whether the lamp shall be lighted in one 
place or in several; if it is found that by being lighted in one place, it 


ADHYiYA XI, PlDA I, ADHIKARANA (10). 2123 

illumines all, then it is lighted in one place only, — and if it does not 
illumine all, it is lighted in several places. In this case the capacity of 
the lamp (to illumine or not to illumine all) can be perceived. In the 
case in -question on the other hand, the capacity of details can be ascer- 
tained only by the Injunctions bearing upon them, — as to whether they 
do, or do not, help the Main Sacrifices ; this cannot be determind by Per- 
ception. Injunction there is none, as to the subsidiaries helping any one 
of the Main Sacrifices ; it is only through proximity that it is learnt that 
it helps that to which it is proximately placed. — Hence there should be 
repetition”. 

SUTRA (62). 

[Siddhdntin* s argument reiterated] — According to Kamukayana, 

THERE SHOULD BE A SINGLE PERFORMANCE (OF THE SUB- 
SIDIARIES) ; AS OTHERWISE, THERE WOULD BE IN- 
COMPATIBILITY WITH THE LIMITATION FIXED. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been pointed out (in Su. 57) that the teacher Kamukayana holds 
the opinion that there should be a single performance, so that there may be 
no incompatibility with the limitation of the number of oblations fixed 
at ‘fourteen 5 and ‘thirteen’. — What is the Pilrvapaksm's answer to that? 

This Sutra is meant to recall a former argument. 

c SUTRA (63). 

[Purvapaksin’ s answer to above ] “The subsidiaries being 
SUBSERVIENT TO ANOTHER, THE DECLARATION OF 
‘SINGLE PERFORMANCE’ SHOULD 
BE IGNORED ”. 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ vidhi ’ here stands for the subsidiary, in the sense that it is 
what has been enjoined — *‘ vidhlyate iti\ 

Says the Purvapaksin — “ The subsidiary being subservient to another , — 
when it has been found that when one act is done in proximity to an- 
other, it helps this latter, then it must follow' that the performance of 
subsidiaries should be repeated ; such being the case, the limitation of 
the number of oblations to ‘fourteen 5 and ‘thirteen’ cannot be right. 
It may be that the assertion of ‘fourteen 5 and ‘thirteen 5 oblations — in 
the text ‘There are fourteen* oblations at the Paurnamasa and thirteen 
at the Darsha ’, — is a merely figurative statement, and it cannot be treated 
as an injunction of the definite numbers; the real numbers being always 
indicated by the totality of the oblations offered ; — it' can be taken only 
as a reiterative reference such reference may be figurative; as it is 
always made to what is already known ; and what is already known is 
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the number of the injunctions of the oblations, not of the oblations 
themselves ; hence the sentence is a mere reference to these.” 

SUTRA (64). 

[Purvctpakga argument answered] — There being no separation 

OF CONTEXT, THERE SHOULD BE A SINGLE PERFORMANCE, — 

SAYS BlDARAYANA ; AS IN THE CASE OF INJUNCTIONS. 

Bhasya. 

Badarayana has held the opinion that there should be a single perform- 
ance ( in common ) of the subsidiaries. — “Why?” Beoause there is no 
separation of contexts there is one and the same context for all the Mai n. 
Sacrifices, as they function jointly; this has been already explained above; 
and there is no idea as to the subsidiaries being subservient to any one 
of these sacrifices in particular. — It has been argued that “ this relation- 
ship to a particular sacrifice is ascertained by the fact of the subsidiaries 
being performed in proximity to one of the main sacrifices”. — -But this 
cannot be right.— “ Why ? The particular connection indicated by proxi- 

mity — which means ‘Order of Sequence’,— is set aside by the indications 
of the ‘Context’ [which latter is more authoritative than ‘ Order’] as 
in the case of Injunctions', in the case of Injunctions (of the subsidiaries)* 
by reason of the Context being the same, all the subsidiaries are treated 
as equally subservient to all the main sacrifices, — and not only to that 
particular one in proximity to whioh they appear, — and this for the simple 
reason that ‘Order’ is set aside by ‘Context’. — Further, the mere chance 
of their appearing in proximity to one cannot conneot the subsidiaries 
with that one alone ; because, in any case, — even if they were subservient 
to all,— they could appear in proximity to any one only [it is not possible 
for their being mentioned along with every one of them]. Hence no 
particular relationship can be determined entirely on the ground of proxi- 
mity.— It follows from all this that the performance of the subsidiaries 
should be ‘in common’ (only once for all Main Sacrifices), 

Bddardyaiya is mentioned with a view to commending the view, not to- 
show that it is only one of several alternative theories. 

SUTRA (65). 

“In some oases, it has been DEFINITELY ENJOINED, — HENCE IT 
CANNOT BE SO (IN ALL CASES) IF THIS IS URGED [then 
the answer is as in the next Sutra]. 

Bhfifpa. 

[Says the opponent] — “ It is not right that there should be a single 
performance.- — Why ? — Beoause in some cases the single collective perfor- 
‘ mance is laid down, directly in so many words—* Saha avaghnanti, saha 
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piaanti ’ [‘They thresh collectively, they pound collectively’]; and.it is 
only when the idea is there that ‘there should be no repetition in any 
case’, that this text can be taken as specifying that ‘such non-repetition , 
i.e. single collective performance, is right in this case only, not in any 
other case’.” 

The answer to this is as follows: — 

SUTRA (66). 

Not so; because the Injunction has been actually laid down. 
Bhasya. 

It is not right that the text quoted should be taken ds specificatory ; it 
is only when something already recognised as to be done is reasserted that 
such reassertion can be taken as specificatory 4n the case of the text 
quoted (‘Saha avaghnanti, etc .’), collective performance is not already recog- 
nised as to be done ; — how so ? — because the offering in question has 
been laid down as to be done separately; — i.e. the offering has been laid 
down as to be performed separately in connection with the Agneya and 
Agnisomtya sacrifices* so that the ‘Threshing’ and ‘Pounding’ also in 
connection with these come to be recognised as to be done separately. 
Hence it becomes necessary to definitely enjoin the collective performance. 
Prom this it follows that the mere injunction of collective performance in 
one case need not mean that in other oases there should be separate 
performance. 


A ph ik ab an a (11) : The First and Third ‘Black-necked' 
animals are to be offered together. 


Somewhere in the Veda, we read — ‘ Agneyam kranagrtvamalabheta, 
saumyam babhrum, agneyam hrmagrivam purodhdyam spdrdhamanah ’ [‘ One 
aspiring after Priesthood should sacrifice to Agni a black -necked animal, 
the tawny one to Soma, the black-necked one to Agni’']. 

In regard to this we consider this question — Should the offering of the 
first and third ‘black-necked animals’ be made together ? or separately ? 

The Purvapalcsa is as follows — 

SUTRA (67). 

[PORVAPAKSa] — “As ALREADY EXPLAINED, THERE SHOULD BE 
SIMULTANEITY IN THE CASE OF THINGS STANDING ON 
THE SAME FOOTING, AMONG WHOM THERE IS. 

NO DISTINCTION PERCEIVED.” 


“It has been already explained that in performance there should be 
simultaneity, in the case of things standing on the same footing, because they 
have been enjoined by on§ and the same word (Su. 11. 1. 65). In the case in 
question, the . two ‘ black-necked animals ’ being offered to the same 
deity, and hence both together, there is no difference perceived between 
them; — that they are to be offered together follows from the fact of 
both leading to the same result; — hence the offering, of both should 
be done together.” 

SUTRA (68). 

[SiddhAnta]— There should be separateness, — because there 

IS DIFFERENCE IN. TIME, AND BECAUSE THE INJUNCTIONS ARE 

intercepted; in the injunction of particular things 
that same is the time for the offering. 


The right course is that the offerings should be made separately, not 
in common (the two together).—" Why ? — Because there is difference 

in time. — “ Why difference in time ? ” — Because the injunctions are 
intercepted ; i.e._ the two injunctions of the offering oi the ‘black-necked 
animals’ are intercepted by the injunction of the offering to Soma (of the 
animal); now in accordance with the order of the injunctions, 
50 Soma should be done before one of the offerings of the 
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Adhikabana (1): The performance of the Agneya and 
other Main Sacrifices is to be { in common \ as regards 
Time, Place arid Performers. 

SUTRA (1). 

The Main Sacrifices have the same pla.ce. time and performers, 

BECAUSE THEY HAVE BEEN ENJOINED UNDER A SINGLE NAME. 

Bhasya. 


At the Darsha-Pumamasa, the Agneya and the rest are the Main 
Sacrifices. — In connection with these, (a) the place, ( b ) time, and (c) performers 
have been thus laid down — (a) * One should perform the Darsha-Purnamasa 
‘sacrifices on level ground ’, (b) * On the PuUmoon Pay one should perform 
the Paurnamdsa Sacrifice and on the Moonless Day, the Darsha sacrifice’, — 
(c) ‘At the performance of the Darsha and Paurnamdsa there are four 
Officiating Priests' . — Also in connection with the Chaturmasya sacrifice — 
(a) ‘ At the Chaturmasya one should make the Vaishvadeva offering on 
ground sloping to the East', (6) ‘One should make the Vaishvadeva offering 
during the Spring', (c) ‘At the performance of the Chaturmasya . sacrifices, 
there are five officiating Priests'. 

Iu regard to this wo proceed to consider the following question— Are 
the Place, Time and Performers * Common’ to all the Main Sacrifices (com- 
posing the Darsha-Purnamasa) ? Or, are they different ? 

What has got to be specially considered in this connection is — Are the 
Plaoe, Time and Performers auxiliaries to" the Injunctions of the Main Sacri- 
fices ? That is — ‘ The Cake baked on eight pans is to be offered to Agni ', and 
so forth being thg injunctions of the Agniya and the other Main Sacrifices, 
the Injunctions of place, etc. — ‘ should perform on even ground ’ and the 
rest — supplementary to the said injunctions (of the Main Sacrifices), — 
the meaning being that ‘The Agneya and the- other Main Sacrifices to 
be performed are such as should be performed on even ground, on tl 
PuUmoon Day, etc. etc.’ ? — Or are the Place, Time and Performers part 
and parcel of the Performance ?— that is part and parcel of that Performance 
of the Agneya and the rest which is undertaken for obtaining the results 
of those sacrifices ? 

“ What would be the outcome of this consideration ? ” 

If they are part and parcel of the Performance, then they should be . 
- i « f od as ‘common’ ; if they are auxiliaries to the Injunction of the sacri- 
a they should be treated as different (separate) with each of the 
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Tlie most reasonable answer to this question that presents itself (as the 
Siddhdnta) is as follows : — The Main Sacrifices have the same place, time 
and performers, — i.e. these are ‘common’ to all the Sacrifices.— -This is 
the conclusion (put forward as the Siddhdnta). — On the basis of this prin- 
ciple, they offer the following explanation— The Place, Time and Performers 
are part and parcel of the performance of the sacrifices.— “Why ? 
Because there can be no performance apart from Place, Time and Per- 
formers; and when one thing is not possible apart from another, the latter 
is regarded as part and parcel of the former; — hence the Place, Time 
and Performers should be regarded as part and parcel of the Performance; 
and when they are part and parcel of the Performance, they must he 
held to be ‘ common ? to all the Main Sacrifices. — “Why ? ” — Because they 
have been enjoined under d single name i.e. because they have been en- 
joined under a single name in the text ‘ One desiring heaven should perform 
the Darsha-Pdrnamdsa Sacrifices ’ ; it follows that the result following from 
them is one and the same; and when the result is one and the same, they 
should all be performed together;— so that we do not perceive to which one 
of the Main Sacrifices the said Place, Time and Performers appertain; — and 
when this is not perceived, it is only right that they should be regarded as 
‘ common \ — Thus we conclude that the Place, Time and Performer are 
‘ common’ to all the six Main Sacrifices. 

SUTRA (2). 

[Purvapaksa — argument against Siddhdnta] — “ If it were not auxili- 
ary to the Injunctions, then the sacrifices would be 

RECOGNISED AS CONNECTED INASMUCH AS THEY SERVE 
THE PURPOSES OF DEFINITION, AND BECAUSE IT IS 

an Injunction of the other factors, 

THESE SHOULD BE CONNECTED WITH 
EACH OF THE MAIN SACRIFICES 
SEPARATELY.” 

Bhasya. 

“ If it were not auxiliary to the Injunctions, — i.e. if the injunction of the 
Place, etc. were not auxiliary to the Injunction of Sacrifices, — then the 
sacrifices, Agheya and the rest, could be recognised as connected, without 
distinction, in common, with the Place, Time and Performers ; — as a 
matter of fact, however, it is actually auxiliary to the Injunction of the 
sacrifices. [Hence there is no ground for the ‘common’ relationship], — 
‘ How so ? ’ — The Place, Time and Performers are taken as enjoined by 
the texts ‘The Darsha-Purnamdsa should be performed on level ground', 
etc. — because they are not already known from any other source ; and 
when these are what are enjoined by these texts, the term ‘ Darsha-pur%a- 
mdsa ’ (as contained in the text) should be regarded as merely referring to 
the Agneya and other main sacrifices (composing the Darsha-Purnamdsa) ; 
— otherwise (if this were taken as sax Injunction of the Darsha-Purna- 
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masa), the single text would contain the injunctions of several things [thus 
involving a syntactical split]. If then, the text contains a mere reference 
to the Agneya, etc. their joint performance cannot be taken as meant -to 
be signified; in fact, if it were meant to be signified, there would be 
syntactical split, the meaning being — (a) that the Place, etc. appertain 
to the Agneya and the rest, and (6) that these are to be performed to- 
gether, jointly. — ‘ Why so ? ’ — Such texts as * The DarshaPurnamdsa should 
be performed on level ground ’ are capable of enjoining only the Place 
and other details relating to the Agneya and other Sacrifices ; because 
they serve the purposes of definition ; i.e. it is understood that the purpose 
they serve is the defining of the details (of Place, etc.) ; — the term ‘ darsha- 
purnamdsa ’ denotes a composite -sacrifice, — and the composite being for 
the purpose of defining (indicating) the components, can, through proxi- 
mity, serve that purpose of defining them. — ‘ But even so, there would be 
recourse to indirect figurative indication.’ — It is better to have recourse to 
such indirect indication than to take a sentence as serving several purposes 
(having several meanings) ; as, if there are several meanings, there can be 
no expressiveness ; while indirect indication makes it quite expressive ; 
being, as it is, one of the well-recognised ordinary forms of expression. 

“ Further by Direct Denotation, the Place, etc. would be enjoined in . 
regard to the composite sacrifice ; as a matter of fact, however, there is 
no connection between Composite Sacrifice and -the Place, etc.; the 
details of Level Ground and the rest are active agents ; and an active 
agent is connected with the action, not with the qualifications of the 
action ; so that, for this reason also, there should be indirect (figurative) 
indication ; just as in the case of the text * Paurnamdsimabhimr&h&t \ 
[‘One should touch the Paurtiamasi'’], the term ‘ paurnamdsi ’ is taken 
as figuratively indicating t-he substance offered at the Paurnamdsa sacrifice. 

“ Further, because it is an injunction of the other factors,'— K>f Place and 
the rest, — they should be connected with each of the mam sacrifices separately f 
as there are peculiar conditions perceptible which justify this conokision. > 

“ Question — •* By what are the level ground and other details enjoined 
in regard to the Agneya and other sacrifices ? ’ 

Answer — “ By the verbs in the texts — ‘ Same yajita ’ (‘ should sacrifice- 
on level ground’), ‘ Paur^amdsyam yajeta\ (‘ should sacrifice on the Full; 
Moon day’); the verbal root- in the verb ‘yajeta’ refers to the sacri- 
fice (already enjoined elsewhere) and in reference to this saerifine the 
injunctive affix enjoins the level ground and other details; the performers 
also — who are spoken of, by the words ‘ he is unfailing ’, for the purpose 
of laying down the entire form of the sacrifice, — are enjoined by the 
same (injunctive affix). — Or, the Nominative Agent, even though not 
actually mentioned in the Third Person, is always understood as implied 
by the universal verb ‘to be’.” 


This argument of the Purvapaksin is left unanswered here; and a 
different discussion is introduced. — “Why is it that before one discussion 
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has been concluded, another is started ? ’’—The reason for this lies in the 
fact that at the stage at which the foregoing discussion has reached, 
there arises out of it a question which embodies the Purvapakm of the 
new disoussion; that is why it is introduced at this stage [though it is- 
only the Purvapakm that is stated here, the thread of the discussion 
being resumed much later, in Sutra 7 below]. 


Adhikarana. (2) : The restriction of being performed ‘on 
level ground 5 and the rest applies to the subsidiaries also . 

SUTRA (3). 

[Purvapaksa] “ There should be ho restriction in regard to 

THE SUBSIDIARIES J AS THE RESTRICTIONS HAVE BEEN T.Atn 

DOWN IN REFERENCE TO THE MAIN SACRIFICE.” ‘ 

Bhasya. 

In connection with the subsidiaries, we proceed to consider the ques- 
tion.— Do the same Place, Time and Performer appertain to these also ? 
Or is there no restriction regarding these in the case of the subsidiaries ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows “ There should he no restriction in 
regard to the subsidiaries why ’-because the restrictions have been laid 
i°« Wn T r f erence t0 the Sacrifice it is with reference to the 

Mam Sacrifices, Agniya anti the rest, that the ‘level ground’ and other 
details have been laid down as auxiliary to the injunctions of the main 
sacrifices; and as such they cannot apply to anything else. Hence (in 
connection with subsidiaries) there should be no restriction ;-just as the 
Substance and the Deity that have been laid down in connection with 
the Mam Sacrifices do not find place at the subsidiaries,— so also the 
_ aC l e ’ ?^ 0 a . nd I>erformer ( fchat have been, laid down in connection with 
the Mam Sacrifices, should have no connection with the subsidiaries.) 


[The answer to this Purvapalcsa and the consequent discussion is 
postponed to Sutra 7, and] the text resumes the thread of the previous 
Idhikarana, at the point left off (on p. 703 of' the text),— and the 
foliowuag is the answer to the arguments of the Purvapaksin (of the 
first Adhxkarana) under Sutra (2). 


SUTRA (4). 

ISiddtentin’s answer to Purvapalcsa argument set forth in Su. 2]— If the 
SACRIFICE HAD SOME CONNECTION WITH THE. INJUNCTION, THEN 
IT MIGHT BE AS SUGGESTED ; [BUT IT IS NOT SO] ; BECAUSE 
THEY ARE ENJOINED UNDER A SINGLE NAME AND 
ARE CONNECTED WITH THE MAIN PURPOSE. 

Bhasya. 

If the Agniya and other sacrifices were connected with the Injuntr- 
ton of the ‘level ground’ and other details, then these details might 
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be taken as auxiliary to the Injunction of the main sacrifices; and in 
that ease the ‘level ground’ and other details might have appertained- 
to the main sacrifices separately and severally ; — as a matter of fact 
however, the main sacrifices have no connection with the injunction of* 
the details in question. — “ Why ? Because they are enjoined under a single 

name and are connected with the main purpose ; that is, there is a single term 
(* darsha-purnamasa ’ ) denotative of the Agniya and other main sacrifices- 
taken collectively, and it is with this single term with which the ‘ Level 
Ground ’ and other details are connected by the text * One should perform 
the Darsha-Purnamasa on Level Ground’', and these are not connected 
with the terms ‘Agneya’, etc. which are denotative of the sacrifices 
severally as mentioned in the text ‘The cake baked on eight pans is 
Agneya ’• The Purvapaksa view would involve the abandoning of directly 
perceptible connection with the sacrifices collectively and the adopting of 
the indirect one with the sacrifices severally; and this too only through- 
indirect indication. If, on the other hand, the connection (of the 
details) is made with the main purpose, then both these incongruities 
become avoided. 

“What is the ‘main purpose'?” ' 

It is the principal result, and the operation tending to accomplishing- 
that result. 

“What is that?” 

The performance of the Agneya and other main sacrifices. 

“ How is it known that the ‘ Level Ground ’ and other details are 
connected' with the said performance ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows: — The text ‘Desiring heaven, 
one should perform the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices ’ declares that 
the performance of the Agneya and other main sacrifices taken together 
is for the purpose of bringing about the result ; if then, in connection 
with that same purpose, the * level ground ’ and other details are enjoined 
again by Direct Assertion, — the sense conveyed would be that * The Darsha- 
Purnamdsa sacrifices that one should perform, one should perform on level 
ground’; and this would not involve’ the assumption of any connection 
with the Main Sacrifices severally, — nor any recourse to Indirect Indication. 
Hence it follows that the injunction of the details {Level Ground, etc.) is. 
in reference to the performance of the sacrifices; and this performance is 
common to all the sacrifices in question; as we do not perceive any 
peculiarity whereby it would pertain to any one of the sacrifices singly. — 
Thus we conclude that the Place, Time and Performer are ‘ common ’ (to 
the Agneya andpther main sacrifices). 

SUTRA (5). 

There is also an indicative text pointing to the same conclusion. 

Bhdsya. 

There is another text also which points to the same conclusion — ‘ Ugrdni 
ha vd etani ghorani havinisi yadamdvdsydyam sambhriyante, agneyam pratha- 
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mam, aindre uttarl ’; — the ‘ collecting ’, and the order of sequence herein spoken 
of are possible only when they are all performed at the same time. This 
also shows that the details in question are ‘ common’. 

SUTRA (6). 

Thebe is direct declaration of those, like that of the main" 
sacrifices; (as the declaration of an action) is subser- 
vient TO SOMETHING ELSE; ALSO BECAUSE THERE IS 
NO DECLARATION OF THE ACTION. 

Bhasya. 

For the following reason also the re-assertion should be taken as 
enjoining the performance. — “For what reason?” — There is direct declara- 
tion of the ‘ Level Ground * and other details, — like that of the Main Sacrifices . — 
‘‘How?” — because the declaration of an action is subservient to something 
else; — i.e. the declaration of action (sacrifice) that we have in the word 
* Darsha-Purnamdsabhydm ’ is subservient to something else, as the word 
contains the Instrumental Ending; and as this word is in co-ordination 
with the word ‘ Yajeta\ the Yaji (sacrifice) also must be subservient to 
something else. Thus then, it comes to this — * One should accomplish 
something by means of the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifice’. — Also because 
there is no declaration of the action ; i,e. the action has not been declared, 
— what is to be done has not been declared ; that is, the Main Sacrifice has 
not been declared ; in its place there have been declared the ‘ Level Ground ’ 
and other details ; — and inasmuch as these details have been declared in place 
of the Main Sacrifice, the * declaration of these’ has been spoken of (in the 
Sutra) as being ‘like that of the Main Sacrifice’; but those details them- 
selves are not the main sacrifices. — Under the circumstances, if the text in 
question were taken to i>e a re-assertion of the declarations of Agneya and 
I other main sacrifices, then that would deprive them of the character of 
being a reiterative reference to their * subsidiary character’ ; as their ‘ sub- 
sidiary character’ is not spoken of in that text; in fact, all that the 
sentences do is to describe the mere origination of the details — nor do they 
indicate anything to be accomplished, by virtue of which, and in relation 
to which, the said subsidiary character, even though not spoken of, yet 
implied, — could be taken as referred to. — In the injunction of performance, 
on the ocher hand; the subsidiary character also becomes declared, as also 
the Result, as what is to be accomplished , Hence the text in question 
should be taken as the re-assertion of that injunction of performance. — 
From all this it becomes established that the details in question are 
' common’. 


[Here ends 'Adhikarana (1); and the next Sutra resumes the thread of 
Adhikarana (2), the PurvapaJcsa only of which was set forth under Sutra 3, but 
left unanswered.] 
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StJTRA (7). 

[Siddhanta of Adhikararia (2)]— In fact, the subsidiaries should 

BE TAKEN AS LAID DOWN ALONG WITH THE MAIN SACRIFICE 
BECAUSE THAT IS THE ‘'PROCESS ; HENCE THEBE SHOULD 
BE SAMENESS OF PLACE. 

• Bhasya. 

The following is the answer to the Purvapaksa in regard to the Subsi- 
diaries set forth above (under Su. 3), — which was left unanswered. When it 
is settled that the place and other details are part and parcel of the 
performance, then there comes up the following final Siddhanta, which is 
therefore set forth after the said conclusion. 

It has been argued that— “ in regard to the subsidiaries, there can be no 
restriction regarding Place, Time and Performer”.— This is not right; as 
a matter of fact, in regard to the subsidiaries, there must be restriction regard- 
ing Place, Time and Performer,— as consisting in the ‘level ground’, * the Pull- 
moon and Moonless days’ and ‘the Four Priests’.— “Why so Because 
the subsidiaries also should be taken as laid down along with the Main Sacrifice, 
which has been laid down for the bringing about of the Result.— “ How so ? 
Because that is the process ; i.e. the performance of the subsidiaries constitutes 
the process , whereby the Main Sacrifices bring about the Result; the twin 
‘ vidhana ’ (in the Sutra) stands for the' process, the procedure. Hence it is 
that in the text 'Desiring heaven, one should perform the Barsha-Purna- 
masa Sacrifices what is laid down is the performance of the Main Sacrifices 
along with the subsidiaries; and as the performance has been laid down 
herein, by the reassertion of that same there is the injunction of the ‘level 
ground’ and other details. Prom this it follows that the subsidiaries also 
have the same Place, Time and Performers as the Main Sacrifices. 



SUTRA (8). 

“As the substance and the Deity”,— if this is urged [then the 
answer is as in the next Sutra}. 

Bhdfya 

It has been argued (under Su. 3) that-** just as the Substance and the 
Deity of the subsidiaries are different from those of the Main Sacrifices so 

should their Place, etc. also be different ’’.—This has got to be refuted This 

Sutra only reasserts the argument to be refuted, [The refutation is as 
follows.] 

SftTRA (9). 

Not so; because it is auxiliary to the Injunction of the 
Main Sacrifices; and the peculiarity serves the 

PURPOSE OF RESTRICTION. ' 
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injunction of the' Main Sacrifices; hence it is that the particular Substance 
and Deity are restricted to the Main Sacrifices — * At this sacrifice ( Agneya ), 
the Agni is the Deity, and Cake is the substance, — and at this sacrifice 

(Agnisomiya), Clarified Butter is the Deity and Agni-Soma the Deity.’ 

Similarly in regard to the subsidiaries, there are such restrictions of Deity 
and Substance as — ‘ One performs the Praydjas- with Clarified Butter ,’ * One 
makes the offering to Svistakrt out of the Remnant ’ ; — and what is laid 
down in connection with one thing cannot be connected with another,. — In 
the case in question (which is of subsidiaries , not of Deity and Substance), in 
as much as the Place and other details are part and parcel of the performance, 
and the performance is common to (includes) the whole lot, — the Details 
must be treated as ‘common’ (and not restricted to any one sacrifice). 
This reason therefore that has been cited by the opponent is found to be 
entirely fallacious ; hence the case in questionfs not at all analogical to that 
of the Substance and Deity. 

SUTRA (10). 

On account or the inherence of those that inhere therein, 

THE SUBSIDIARIES SHOULD BE ‘ COMMON * ; BUT THERE IS DIFFER- 
ENCE ON ACCOUNT OF THEIR DIFFERENCE ; AND HENCE IN 
PERFORMANCE, THERE SHOULD BE DIFFERENCE IN THE 
ACTIONS ; SPECIALLY AS THEY HAVE BEEN 
SPOKEN OF AS ‘ MAIN SACRIFICES. — 

There is also an indicative 

TEXT POINTING TO THE 
SAME CONCLUSION. 

BMsya. 

If the Substance and Deity were the same for the subsidiaries and 
the Main Sacrifices, then, by reason of the ‘ inherence ’ of those Sub- 
sidiaries and Main Sacrifices that inhere in those same Substances and 
Deities, there would be no difference in them; and in that case the 
performance might be ‘ common ’. — As a matter of fact, however, there is 
difference on account of their difference ; i.e. when there is difference bet- 
ween the Substance and Deity of the subsidiaries and those of the Main 
Sacrifices, then, on account of that difference, there should be ■ difference 
in the performance of the actions; i.e. inasmuch as we perceive a differ- 
ence in the performance of the act of sacrifice, there should be diversity in 
that performance. 

There is also an indicative text pointing to the same conclusion ; au4 
which can be explained only on the basis of this conclusion; that t $& t 
being — ‘There are fourteen oblations offered at the Paurnamdsa and 
thirteen at the Darsha sacrifice”. Prom this also it is clear that therer is 
diversity between the Substance and Deity of the Subsidiaries and those 
of the Main Sacrifices. 


Adhikarana (3) : In connection with the Darsha-Purna- 

masa and other c group-sacrifices \ the subsidiaries j 

should be performed separately m cormection 
with each group. 

Bhasya. 

(A) In the ‘ Darshci-Purnamdsa ’ Sacrifice, there are two groups : (1) 

‘ Darsha, and (2) Purnamdsa’; — (B) Similarly in the Rdjasuya, there are j 

t.wo groups: (1) Isiis, the Anumati, ete. and (2) Soma-Sacrifices, the 
Pavitra, etc. ; — (C) In the Chdkmndsya also, there are the Vaishvadeva j 

and other groups. 

In regard to this the following question is considered — Should all 
the subsidiaries be performed ‘ in common’, (A) for the Darsha and the 
Paurriamasa, — ( B ) and for the Istis and Soma-Sacrifices, at the Rajasdya, 

— and (C) for all the groups at the Chdiurmcisya ?— or should they be per- 
formed separately ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows : — 

SUTRA (II). i 


[Purvapaksa] — “ In connection with (A) the Isti, (B) the 
RaJASGYA, AND (C) THE ChATURMASYAS, — THE SUBSIDIARIES 



SHOULD BE PERFORMED ‘ IN COMMON ’ ; AS EACH OF 
THESE IS ‘ ONE SACRIFICE V’ 
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StJTEA (12). 

[Objection to Purvapak?a]— On account of the difference 

IN TIME, IT CANNOT BE SO. 

Bhasya. 

It cannot be right that the subsidiaries should be performed ‘ in 
common’; as a matter of fact, the performance should be separate, (with 
each' member of the group). — Why ? — Because of the difference in time ; in some 
cases, there is difference in place ; (A) at the Darsha-Purnamasa, there is 
difference in time — ‘The Paurnamdsa should be performed on Idle Full 
Moon Day and the Darsha should be performed on the Moonless Day ’ (B) 
at the groups of the Chaturmasya also, there is difference in time - — * One 
should perform the Vaishvadeva in the spring, the Varunapraghdsa during the 
rains, and the Sakamedha, during the winter ’;—(G) at the Rajasuya, there is 
difference in place — ‘The Cooked Bice is offered to Brhaspati in the house 
of the Brahman-priest, the Cake baked on eleven pans is offered to Indra in 
the king’s house, the Cooked Bice is offered to Adiiya in the Queen’s house ” , — 
On account of this difference in time and difference in place, we perceive a 
clear distinction to the effect that those subsidiaries for which the full Moon 
Day is the time are helpful to the Paurnamdsa sacrifice, not to the Darsha 
sacrifice, — as, if performed in this latter, they would be defective (regarding 
time). Hence it follows that the performance of the subsidiaries in 
connection with the Paurnamasa should be separate from that in connec- 
tion with the Darsha. 

StJTRA (13). 

[Purvapaksin’s answer to the objection .] — “ It is not so, because it is 

ONLY A part; AS IN THE CASE OF THE ‘ ANIMAL-SACRIFICE , 

Bhasya. 

“It is not right that there should be separate performance.-— Why ?— ■■ 
Because it is only a part ; the subsidiaries have been enjoined as to be 
performed where the Kesult is expected to appear ; because the subsidiaries 
help the Main Sacrifices in the bringing about of the Besult; — the Besult 
too is connected with the injunction of the sacrifice as one composite 
whole, as is clear from the following texts — (A) * Desiring heaven, one 
should perform the Darsha-Purnamasa sacrifice’, (B) ‘Desiring sovereignty 
of heaven, one should perform the Rajasuya sacrifice ’ , (C) ‘ Desiring heaven, 
one should perform the Chaturmasya Sacrifices’; — and the Besult is not 
connected with the injunction of the parts (separate groups) of the 
sacrifices, as laid down in the following — (A) ‘One should perform 
the Paurnamdsa on the Full Moon Day’, (B) ‘One should perform 
the Vaishvadeva during the spring (C) ‘ The Cooked Bice should be 
offered to Brhaspati in the house of the Brahman-Priest ’. — And when the 
subsidiaries are not admissible at these part-performances, how can they be 
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performed separately with each of these parts? — As for the composite 
sacrifice, there can be only one performance of it, as it is conducive to a 
single result. In connection with whatsoever part (group) the subsidiaries 
may be performed, they would certainly become related to the composite 
sacrifice as a whole ; as the composite has no existence apart from its compo- 
nent parts. — As in the case^of the Animal sacrifice, though there is diversity 
of time regarding the component offerings,—-' They offer the omentum at the 
Morning Extraction, the Cake at the Midday Extraction, and the Limbs at 
the Third Extraction,’— yet, the subsidiaries are not repeated with each of 
these severally ; similar should be the treatment of the case in question 
also.” 


SUTRA (14). 

[SIDDHInTA] — A s A MATTER OP PACT,— INASMUCH AS THE GROUPS 
ARE DISTINCT ACTS, AND THEIR PROCEDURE HAS BEEN 
ENJOINED AS TO BE PERFORMED ‘ IN COMMON ’ — 

THE INJUNCTION SHOULD BE TAKEN AS 
PERTAINING TO THEM ALONG WITH 
THE SUBSIDIARIES. 


Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact, the performance of the subsidiaries should not be 
' in common’ ; — why ? — because the groups are distinct acts and have been 
enjoined as to be performed ‘in common'.— These acts are distinct— i.e. the 
group called * Paurnamdsa ’ is quite distinct from the group called ‘ Darsha 
so also in the other cases; and there is difference between them also 
regarding Place and Time— ‘One should perform the Paurnamdsa on the 
Full-Moon Day, etc. etc’. There are distinct injunctions also regarding the 
Place and Time of the subsidiaries of these sacrifices. 

Objection. — “ It has been already pointed out that in this case subsi- 
diaries do not come in at all ; whence could there be any injunction regard- 
ing the place and time of the subsidiaries ? ” 

Answer.— It has been already explained that in connection with the per- 
formance of the sacrifices, the ‘ even ground ’ and other details become on- 
joined by the reassertion in another text ; this reassertion, in the form ' One 
should perform the Darsha-Purn dmd aa on even ground’, appertains to the 
performance of the composite sacrifice as a whole ; while the reassertion in 
the form 'One should perform the Paurnamdsa on the Full Moon day’ 
appertains to only a part (the Paurnamdsa section) of that whole. Such 
being the case, the time (Full Moon Day) has been laid down for the 
performance of the Paurnamdsa, and the performance of the .subsidiaries 
cannot be separate from that of the Main Sacrifice to which they bolong ; 
— hence the Full Moon Day must be the time for the performance of the 
subsidiaries of the Paurnamdsa, and the Moonless Day must be the time 
for the performance Of the subsidiaries of the Darsha ; as this distinction 
(between the two groups) is clearly perceived, they must be distinct. 



2140 SHABARA-BHl!?YA : 

SUTRA (15).: 

There is ah indicative text also, pointing to the 

SAME CONCLUSION. 

Bhasya. 

There is the text — ‘There are fourteen oblations offered at the 
Paurmxmasa, and thirteen at the Darsha if the subsidiaries were 
performed ‘in common’ (between the two groups, Darsha and Paurna- 
masa), then there would not be fourteen oblations at the Paurnamdsa and 
thirteen at the Darsha ; it is only when the performances are distinct, that 
there would be the two numbers of offerings at the two sacrifices. — From 
this it follows that the performances should be separate. 

SUTRA (16). . ‘ 

In that case, it would be the same in connection with 

THE COMPONENT PARTS. 

Bhasya. 

When the principle is as explained above, then, in connection with the 
component parts,— i.e. the acts constituting the Isti ( Darsha-Puriuimdsa ) 
and other sacrifices in question, — there being difference regarding Place and 
Time, the performance would be separate. — It is thus alone that there can 
be any sense in the assertion that at the two constituents of the Chdtur- 
mdsya sacrifice, — the Anikavat and the Santapaniya, — the ‘grass’ used 
should be common, — the ‘grass’ at the Santapaniya being the same 
as that as the Anikavat', as otherwise (if the whole performance were 
common) the fact of the grass being the same would be already a settled one, 
and hence its reassertion would be wholly meaningless. — From this also it 
follows that there should be separate performances. 

. StJTRA (17). 

AS REGARDS THE ‘ AnMAL-SaCRIBICE ’, AS THERE IS ONLY ONE 
INJUNCTION, THE PERFORMANCE IS * IN COMMON ONLY 
SPOKEN OF SEPARATELY. 

Bhasya. 

It has been argued (under Su. 13) that “ it should be as in the case of 
the Animal- Sacrifice”. — Our answer to that is as follows: — As regards the 
Animal Sacrifice, it is only right that the subsidiaries should be per- 
formed only once ; because in that case, there is only one performance ‘ in 
common’; and the separate mention is due to the declaration of the 
' offerings. — That the performance is to be once only follows from the fact 
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that there is only one injunction the only Injunction in this case is— - 
‘Taking up the cup dedicated to the Ashvina, covering up the Sacrificial 
Post, one sacrifices the Savanlya animal dedicated to Agni\ As a matter 
of fact, the subsidiaries are included in the injunction of the whole 
‘Sacrifice’, not in the injunction of the ‘offering’. In this case the Main 
Sacrifice is separated by the two ‘ offerings ’ having been laid down as to be 
performed at different times ; so also do those subsidiaries become separated 
which are performed for the sake of that main sacrifice ; there is therefore 
no reason why these should be performed again.- — -Thus then, there is no 
analogy between the case of the ‘ Animal Sacrifice ’ and the ease in 


Adhikarana (4) : The subsidiaries should he performed 
separately in connection with each of the three 
Groups constituting the 1 Adhvarakalpa , 5 
sacrifice. 

SUTRA (18). 

[Purvapak§a — continued ] — “ So should it be at the * Adhvara- 
kalpa AS THE PECULIARITY PERTAINS TO ONE TIME.” 



There is the following text — ‘ A gnd vaipnavam prdfah astdkapdlam 
nirvapet, sarasvatam charum, barhaspatyam charwtn ; agndvaisnavam ekd- 
dashakapalam madhyandine sarasvatam charum barhaspatyam charum ; 
agnavai§navam dvddashakapdlam apardhne sarasvatam charum barhaspatyam 
charum; yasya bhratrvyah somena yajeta' (where.^tlie 1 . i .Adhmrakiilp&-: I#i » 
is described as consisting of the following three ~ s groups’ — (1) Three offerings 
made in the morning, — (a) to Agni-Vifnu, of cake baked on eight pans, (b) to 
Sarasvatl, of Cooked Rice, and (c) to Brhaspati, of cooked rice ; — (2) three 
offerings made at midday, (a) to Agni-Visnu, of cake baked on eleven pans, 
(6) to Sarasvatl, of Cooked Rice, and (c) to Brhaspati, of Cooked Rice ; — 
(3) three offerings made in the afternoon, — (a) to Agni-Vi$nu, of cake baked 
on twelve pans, (b) to SarasvaM, of Cooked Rice, and (c) to Brhaspati, of 
Cooked Rice]. 

In regard to this, we proceed to consider the following question — In 
connection with all the three groups of offerings laid down as to be per- 
formed at the different times, —are the subsidiaries to be performed only 
once ‘ in common ’ ? Or separately with each group ? 

The P&rvapak$a is as follows — “ So should it he at the Adhvarakalpa ; 
i.e. the performance should be ‘in common’, as at the Animal-sacrifice. — 
Why ?— Because the peculiarity pertains to one time ; i.e. of these three groups 
performed at three different times, there is one particular detail which has 
been laid down as pertaining to one time,— in the text 1 Purdvuchah pravadito 
nirvapet ’ [which lays down an offering to be mad o prior to the Dawn }. — ‘ How 
do you know that this lays down the time for the making of all the offerings ? ’ — 
All the offerings, as leading to one and the same result, must form one and 
the same * Context’,— specially as the sacrifice lias been enjoined as one whole 
under a single name, as bringing about the result — * This is the Adharakalpa 
Ispi, by which one attains the sacrifice ’ ; from this it follows -that when 
the morning -offerings (the First Group) axe performed at the said time 
(‘prior to the Dawn’), the other two groups, which have been originally 
laid down as to be performed at the later times of ‘ Midday ’ and ‘ Afternoon ’, 
also would become * anticipated ’ and performed ‘ prior to the dawn ’ ; and 
when these become ‘ anticipated \ all the subsidiaries prior thereto also 
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wbuld become * anticipated ’, according to the principle enunciated under 
g$#ra 5. 1. 24 ; — and when these become ‘ anticipated ’, they become applicable 
‘ jn common ’ to all ; and this applicability ‘ in common ’ should appertain 
to the subsequent subsidiaries also. — ‘ Why so ? ’—In ease all are performed 
‘in common’, this ‘common’ performance does not involve any infringe- 
ment of the order of sequence of these ‘ common ’ performances. If 
there were an infringement of the order of sequence, the latter group 
would have to be taken up only after the completion of the entire set of 
details relating to the first group. And such an offering, when there is an 
‘anticipation’ as described above, involves an infringement of the order of 
sequence ; as in this case, the ' sprinkling ’ and other details relating to the 
First group would not be performed until all the details ending with the 
‘ nirvdpa ’ (offering) have been performed in connection with the latter 
group. — Further, when the actions have been started together,, there is 
naturally a desire to perform them simultaneously this desire being there, 
whatever comes in (as to be done) has to be ‘in common’ to all, because 
no ground for discrimination is found 

SUTRA (19). 

[PtmvAPAKSA — concluded] — “ The mention op the whole as ‘ i§ti ’ 

INDICATES THAT IT IS ALL ONE 

Bha§ya. 

“ The whole has been spoken of as one, in the text ‘ This is the Adhvara- 
Jcctlpa Isti ’ ; in reality, it is not one sacrifice ; in fact, there are several sacrifices ; 
and if these are performed simultaneously, then it is only at the end of all 
that the effort comes to an end ; and in this sense alone would the mention of 
it as ‘ one ’ be justifiable. For this reason also the performance should be * in 
common 

[Siddhanta ] — As a matter of fact, it is not right that the performance 
should be ‘ in common ’, in fact, it should be separate.— “ Why ? ” 

. SUTRA (20). 

As A MATTER OF PACT, — INASMUCH AS THE GROUPS ARE DISTINCT ACTS, 

AND THEIR PROCEDURE HAS BEEN ENJOINED AS TO BE PER- 
FORMED, — THE INJUNCTION SHOULD BE TAKEN AS PER- 
TAINING TO THEM ALONG WITH THE 
SUBSIDIARIES. 

[The words are the same as those of Sir. 14, above.] 

Bhd§ya. 

The offerings in question— to Agni- Vipiu and the rest, — ard so many 
distinct acts; — and the procedure of these has been enjoined, in reference to 
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various points of time, — Morning, Midday, and Afternoon ; — this injunction 
of the acts in. question should be taken as pertaining to them along with 
their subsidiaries. Thus, on account of the difference in the time, we do 
perceive a distinction ainong them ; consequently, they should be performed 
separately. 

As for the argument that “the peculiarity pertains to one time ” (Su. 
18) ; — our answer to that is as follows : — 

SUTRA (21). 

In fact, the time spoken of pertains to the first. 

Bhdsya. 

In fact, the text * Puravachah pravadito nirvapet ’ mentions the time 
of the offering of the first sacrifice . — “ But by ‘ Context % the time should 
apply to all — Context never specifies the scriptural details ; what it does 
is to indicate their use ; all that Context has the capacity to do is to indicate 
that ‘this comes in at this point’, — not that ‘this belongs to that, and that 
belongs to that other ’. — As a matter of fact, from among the three groups of 
‘ offerings ’, it is only that which is the first ir order of sequence which is 
recognized as related to the time indicated in the text (‘ Puravachah ’ etc.) 
so that the peculiarity does not pertain to the one time ; and as there is 
diversity of time, the acts also should be performed separately. 

SUTRA (22).. 

The use of the term ‘ isti ’ is due to the fact of there being only 
on® Result, — as in other cases. 

i ' Bhdsya. 

! As regards the argument (urged in Su. 19) based upon the application of 
the single name ‘ — we find that even different actions, when bringing 

about one and the same Result, are spoken of as one act, on the basis of the 
sameness of the Result ; and that is so because every effort ends with the 
obtaining of the Result. — This we find in the case of several other Istis, 
such as ‘ Saruapr$the$ti \ ‘ Mrgdresfi ’, ‘ The Isti named Sumanas 





Adhikarana (5) : The c V asd-oblaUons 5 should be offered 

separately, when the deities are different; but ‘in 
common 5 when there is the same Deity. 

SUTRA (23). 

In the case of sacrifices with one and the same deity, the 

£ VasI-HOMA 5 SHOULD BE PERFORMED ‘ IN COMMON ’ ; BECAUSE 
THE ACTUAL OFFERING IS MADE AT THE SAME TIME. 

Bhasya. 

The subject-matter of this Adhikarana consists of those Animal-sacrifices 
where all the offerings are made to one and the same deity ; sudh, for instance, 
as ‘ Seventeen animals should be sacrificed to Prajdpati \ — The Archetype of 
this sacrifice is the Agm§omiya-ammal-sacrifice, at which there is an offering 
called ‘ Vasd-homa ’ [‘ Fat-oblation’], laid down in the text ‘At the end of 
the half -verse of the Ydjyd one offers the Fat ’ ; — this Vasd-homa is admissible 
also at the former sacrifice of seventeen animals to Prajdpati, 

The question that arises in regard to this is— Should the Vasd-homa be 
performed separately with each of the seventeen animals ? Or only once 
‘ in common ’ for all ? 

The view that presents itself as the rational one is the following — In the 
case of sacrifices to one and the same deity, the Vasd-homa should be performed 
‘in common because the actual offering is made at the same time ; — he. in 
the case of those animal-sacrifices which have only one deity, the Vasd- 
homa should be performed ‘ in common ’.---Why ? — Because the actual offering 
is made at the same time ; — the offering of all this is done at the same time, 
that time being laid down as — ‘ They offer it after having performed the 
Vmshvculeva sacrifice’; — the deity also at these is one only, Prajdpati', 
hence they constitute a single offering ; — and the offering being one only, and 
the time for all being one and the same, — viz. : ‘ the end of the half -verse 
of the Ydjyd — when the Vasd-homa is performed at this time, there is no 
differentiation discernible whereby it could be connected with any one of 
the offerings ; hence the performance should be ‘ in common 


SUTRA (24), 

When there is diversity of time, and diversity of Deities, there 

SHOULD BE REPETITION. 

Bhasya. 

In cases where .there are different deities,^— for instance, at the fiUcddashina- 
sacrifices, where there are diverse offerings, the time indicated by ‘the 
end of the half -verse of the Ydjyd ’ is diverse ; and in connection with these, 
there is this differentiation discernible that the Vasd-homa is appertenant to 
that offering whose ‘ half -verse of Ydjyd ’ has been completed. Consequently, 
in this case the performances are separate. 

. . ■ '' . v 



Adhik arana (6): At the ‘ Y upaikadashini \ the c Yupa- 

hutis ’ should be offered ‘ in common \ 

(SUTRA 25). 

[PtfRVAPAXSA] — “ At THE CLOSE, THE ‘ YupIHUTI * SHOULD BE 
SIMILARLY TREATED.” 



In connection with the Jyoti?toma, there is the Yupaikddashini , laid 
down in the text — ‘ Ekadasha yupan chhvnatti ’ ; — the Archetype of this 
Yupaikddashini is the Agnl-somlya-cmimal-sacrifice, at which there is an 
offering made called the ‘ Yupahuti ’, [and under the general Law, this becomes 
admissible at the Yupaikddashini also]. 

The question that arises is — when this Yupahuti is offered at the Yupai- 
kddashini [which consists of eleven offerings] — is it to be offered separately 
with each of these eleven offerings ? Or, only once ‘in common ’ to all ? 

The Purvapakga is as follows : — “ At the close, the Yupahuti should be 
similarly treated ; — i.e. just as in the case of the offerings bo several deities, 
the Vasd-homa is performed separately, so the Yupahuti also should be 
performed separately. — -Why so ? — There is the declaration — ■* Having 
churned out the Fire in close proximity to the Post, one offers the Yupahuti ’ ; 
— -the * close proximity ’ of' the several Posts must be diverse ; — so that if 
it were not offered, in ‘close proximity’ to any one Post, to that extent, 
that offering would become defective. Hence the Yupahuti should be 
offered separately 

SOTRA (26). 

In fact, it is only the negation of the other. 

Bha§ya. 

In reality, the Yupahuti should not be offered separately ; it should be 
offered ‘in common’. — Why ? — Because it is the negation of the other ; i.e. 
the text quoted is only the negation of the usual Ahavanlya Fire (wherein 
all offerings are made), not the injunction of the ‘close proximity’ (of the 
Post). — “How d6 you know that ? ” — There is the general rule that * Obla- 
tions are to be poured into the Ahavanlya Fire % so that this Ahavanlya 
Fire is what is recognized as to be used at all offerings. — Then, it having 
become necessary (in order to preclude this Ahavanlya) to speak of the 
‘ Churning of the Fire ’ this * churning ’ comes to be recognised as to be 
performed at the Pragvamsha, at which the performance has been com- 
menced ; — so that (with a view to exclude this Pragvamsha ) it becomes 
necessary to speak of the ‘ close proximity, of the Post ’ (as the place of the 
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Churning). — Now if both these — the churning of the Fire, and the proximity 
of the Post as the place for the churning-^were taken as enjoined by the text 
quoted, this would involve a syntactical split ; specially as the Churning is 
done for its own sake as also for the sake of another - hence one of the 
two, either the Churning or the close proximity, should be taken as not meant 
to be emphasised ; and our opinion is that it is the Churning that is meant to 
be emphasised, not the close proximity. — “ Why ? 51 — Because in reality, the 
text is meant to be injunctive of the Churning. It has been declared thus— 

* The oblation should be offered in such a way as not to leave off the Post, — 
they do not offer the oblation into the Fire of the Initiated ’ ; from which it 
is clear that it has been considered wrong to offer the oblation into ‘ the Fire 
of the Initiated 1 ; — hence for the avoidance of this, another alternative has 
been laid down — -‘ Having recited the Vaimavi verse, without leaving off the 
Post’ ; — and yet considering it to be wrong to omit the Homa altogether, 
the Text goes on to say — ‘ The Homa must be offered, — one offers it in the 
house of the man himself ’ ; — as both'these alternatives are inacceptable, the 
Text has negatived them and has added a third alternative — ' Haring 
churned the Fire in close proximity to the Post one should offer the oblation 
in such a way as to fulfil both the conditions— the oblation is offered, and 
it is not offered in the ‘Fire of the Initiated Now then, if the ‘proximity 
of the Post ’ be taken as what is meant to be emphasised (and enjoined), 
then the ‘churning’ could not be regarded as emphasised (and enjoined); 
and in that case the course to be adopted comes to be that ‘ the Ahavaniya 
Fire itself should be carried to the proximity of the Post, and the oblation 
offered into it — by virtue of the general rule that ‘oblations should be 
offered into the Ahavaniya Fire ’ ; — but in this case the prohibition ‘ not in 
the Fire of the Initiated ’ would have no bearing on the matter at all. — 
If, on the other hand, the churning of the Fire is taken as what is emphasised 
(and enjoined) by the text, then the Ahavaniya Fire becomes negatived ; 
because the Fire that is churned out is different from the Ahavaniya Fire ; 
in this ease, the meaning comes to be — ‘ The oblation is offered, — and it is 
not offered into the Ahavaniya — From all this it follows that what is 
enjoined is the churning, not the proximity,— -the latter being only referred to. 
— “ Where has it been already known,— that the present is a mere reference 
to it ?” — It is already known by reason of its being the easier method of 
performance ; it would be difficult to hunt out the Fire and also the Post, 
hence it is far easier to chum out the Fire in proximity to the Post itself 
and offer the oblation there. There are cases of reference to what is recognised 
through reason also [and it is not confined to that alone which is enjoined by 
texts]. — Under the circumstances, there is nothing wrong if the oblation is 
offered ‘ in proximity ’ to the Post. — “ Why cannot the churning alone be 
done (near the Post, thereby carrying out the Injunction), and the oblation 
offered, as usual, into the Ahavaniya Fire ? ” — In this case an . invisible 
(transcendental) result would have to be assumed as following from this 
course of action.'.' • 

From all this it follows that the Yupdhuti should be performed 1 in 
common 
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SHABABA-BHi?YA : 


StJTRA (27). 

Also because spots abe not enjoined by the scriftuees. 

BMsya. 

Further, any such spots as ‘in proximity ’ cannot be the objects of 
•scriptural injunctions, — because ‘ proximity ’ is a relative term (and as such 
indefinite). If (in order to avoid this) it be held that the spot nearmost 
to the Post is what is enjoined, then the lighting of the Fire so close to the 
Post would lead to the Post itself being burnt ; and this would certainly be 
something very incongruous. Nor is it possible to * churn ’ the Fire on the 
spot nearmost to the Post; for this reason also no significance can attach 
to the term * close proximity \ 


Adhikarana (7) : The 6 Avahhrtha 5 sAowZd be performed 

in the Water, along with its subsidiaries. 

SUTRA (28). 

[PGrvapaksa — continued] — “ At the Avabhrtha, for the main 

OFFERING, THERE SHOULD BE MODIFICATIONS OF THE FlRE ; 

THERE IS NO REASON FOR THE SUBSIDIARIES TO BE 
CONNECTED WITH THE FmE THROUGH THAT.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Jyoti§toma, there is the Avabhrtha -rite ; in regard, 
to this we read — ‘ Apsu avabhrthena charanti ’ [‘ They perform the Avabhrtha 
in water’]. 

Regarding this, we proceed to consider th,e following question— Is only 
the Main offering of the Avabhrtha to be made in water ? Or the subsidiaries 
also ? 

The PurvapaJcga is as follows “ At the Avahhrtha, for the main offering 
only should there be modification of the Fire ; i.e. the Main offering alone should 
be made in the water . — Why ? — Became there is no reason for the subsidiaries 
to be connected with the Fire through that, — that is no reason why the sub- 
sidiaries should be connected with the Fire through the Main Offering. The 
text * Offers oblations into the Fire ’ has laid down the Fire as the receptacle of 
every kind of Homa ; so that it is applicable as much to the subsidiaries as 
to the Main Offering. As for the Water, it has been enjoined specifically in 
connection with the Main Offering only, in the text, ‘ They perform the 
Avabhrtha in Water ’ ; — the term ‘ avabhrtha * signifies that sacrifice at 
which the substance in the shape of the cake baked on one pan is offered to 
the Deity Varuna, — this being declared in the originative injunction of the 
Avabhrtha, which stands thus — ‘ They proceed to the Avabhrtha with the 
Oake baked on one pan, offered to Varuna ’. What is enjoined here is not 
the proceeding, — in fact, the proceeding to the water is got at only by 
implication; what is enjoined is the ‘ pracharana \ performance (of the 
Avabhrtha) ; — there is no place of the name of * avabhrtha ’ to which they 
could * proceed ’ with the ‘ cake baked on one pan, offered to Varuna ’ 
nor is there any such thing as * cake baked on one pan offered to Va/rwiia ’, 
the ‘ proceeding ’ whereby could be spoken of ; — hence we conclude that 
what is laid down here is the connecting of ‘ the cake baked on one pan ’ 
with the particular deity ( Varuna);- — this ‘ connecting’ is what constitutes a 
* sacrifice’, and it is this sacrifice that is denoted by the term ‘ avabhrtha ’ ; — 
it is for this sacrifice specifically that the water has been laid down as the 
receptacle; how then can there be any possibility of the water being the 
receptacle of the subsidiary offerings ? ” 
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SUTRA (29). 

[PUrvapaksa — concluded] — “Just like the substance and the 
Deity.” 

Bhasya. 

“ Just as the substance — cake baked on one pan — and the Deity — Varuna, 
— enjoined in connection with the Main Offering, do not become connected 
with the subsidiaries, — similarly the water also (enjoined in connection 
with the Main sacrifice, cannot be connected with the subsidiaries).” 

SUTRA (30). 

[Siddhanta] — In fact, it is along- with the subsidiaries that it 

SHOULD BE PERFORMED (IN WATER) ; BECAUSE THE DECLARA- 
TION OF PROCEDURE IS ONE ONLY. 

Bhasya. 

In fact, it is along with its subsidiaries that the ■ Avabhrtha should b 
performed in water. — “Why?” — Because there is only one declaration of 
procedure ; the water that is laid down here is not for the Avabhrtha, but for 
the perfonnance(oi the Avabhrtha); as the expression used is not l a pay 
ambhrthl \ but * apsu avabhrthena ’ ; both these terms are expressive of 
. a ctive agencies, and the two are not related to one another as ‘ qualification 
and qualified 5 ; both these are connected, not with one another, but with 
the verb ‘ charanti ’ (‘ perform ’) ; — this verb ‘ char anti ’ (‘ perform ’) is used 
with reference to the Perfonnance from all this it follows that the water 
is part and parcel of the Performance ; — the Performance also is one indivisible 
whole, comprising the Main offerings and the subsidiaries, as has been 
explained under Su. 11. 2. 7. Thus we conclude that it is the entire 
Avabhrtha along with the subsidiaries that has been laid down as to be per- 
formed in water ,* so that the subsidiaries also should be performed in water. 

SUTRA (31). 

Also because we find texts indicative of the same conclusion, 
Bha§ya. 

There is a text also indicative of the same conclusion — * Having thrown 
the straw into the water, one pours the Aghara ’. If the subsidiaries were 
meant to be performed into Fire, then this text would have to be taken as 
enjoining both — Pouring of Aghara in water and Throwing in of the straw ; 
and this would involve a syntactical split. — On the other hand, if the con- 
clusion. explained above is accepted, then the mention of the ‘ water ’ (in 
connection with the Pouring) would be a mere reference, and the injunction 
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would be that of the Throwing in of the straw only 
involve any incongruity. 

It has been argued (under Su. 29} that “it shou 
the Substance and the Deity Our answer to this is 


and this -would not 


SUTRA (32). 

It IS BECAUSE OF THE DIFFERENCE OF WORDS THAT THERE IS SETTING 

aside of the Deity. 


Bhd§ya. 

The words are different: the term 'avabhrtha ’ stands for the Main 
Offering, and the subsidiaries are spoken of by means of such terms as 1 dghdra ’ 
and the rest j— the Substance and the Deity have been laid down in connec- 
tion with the term ‘ avabhrtha \ in the text * They proceed to the Avabhrtha 
with the cake baked on one pan, offered to Varuna’ ; it is for this reason 
that these two (Substance and Deity) are pot connected with the subsidiaries. 
As for water, however, it has been laid down as part and parcel of the per- 
formance as a whole. So that the reason put forward is found to be fallacious j 


Adhikarana (8) : The subsidiaries should be performed 

separately at the Northern and the Southern altars . 



In connection with the V arunapraghdsa -sacrifices , separate ‘altars’ 
have been laid down — * They install separate fires, they make separate plat- 
forms*; — in connection with this, we read — ‘ The Adhvaryu keeps eight 
offerings on the northern altar, and the Pratiprasthdtf keeps the offering to 
Maruts alone on the southern one V 

In regard to this, we proceed to consider the question — Should the 
subsidiaries be performed separately at the Northern Altar and again at 
the Southern Altar? Or those same that have been performed at the 
Northern Altar help also at the Southern one [and there is to be a single 
performance ‘ in common ’] ? 

The most rational view (Siddhanta) is as follows : — 

SUTRA (33). 

At the Varunapraghasa sacrifices, in connection with the 

SOUTHERN ALTAR, THE .WHOLE SHOULD BE REPEATED, BECAUSE 
OF THE DIFFERENCE IN PLACE. 

Bhasya. 

The subsidiaries should be performed separately (at the two altars).^— 
“ Why ? ” — Became of the difference in place ; the place differs in the two 
cases, — in one case it is the northern, and in the other, the Southern Altar ; so 
that those Main Offerings that are performed at the Northern Altar can be 
helped by only those subsidiaries that are performed at that same altar, as has 
been explained under Sutra 11. 2. 7 and those subsidiaries performed at the 
Northern Altar cannot help the offering to Maruts (which is the main offering 
at the Southern Altar) ; hence for the sake of this latter offering, it is 
necessary to perform the subsidiaries separately, at the Southern Altar. 

SUTRA (34). 

“ There is no injunction ”, if this is urged [then the answer is as 
in the next Sutra.] 

Bha§ya. 

Says the Opponent — “ If it is your view that the subsidiaries should 
be performed separately^ because of the difference in'; place, — then, that 
cannot be right ; because there is no injunction here bf the ‘ offering to 
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Maruts * ; it is only whom the verifies is enjoined with a view to a Result 
that it takes in the subsidiaries. In the ease in question, the ‘ offering to 
Mant ff * has not been, enjoined with a view to the Besult ; as a matter of 
focfe, its injunction is contained in a totally different context— ‘ Desiring 
heaven, one should perform the Chdturmdsya sacrifices ’ ; — thus then, when 
the offering (to Maruts) itself is not enjoined in the present context, 
there can be no possibility of the subsidiaries bring performed here; under 
the circ umstanc es, how could there be any question of the subsidiaries being 
performed separately or in common ? ” 

SUTRA (35). 

[Answer}— I t would be as in the case of the 
PaubhamIsl 

Bhasya. 

There would certainly be a possibility of the performance of the 
subsidiaries ; as in the case of the Paurnamasi ; in the text * One should perform 
the Paurimmasa on the Full Moon Day’, the result of the sacrifice has not 
been laid down ; — the result having been laid down elsewhere, in the text 
‘ Desiring heaven, one should perform the Darsha-Purnamasa sacrifices’ ; 

and yet, on the Full Moon Day the Paurrumasa sacrifice is performed 

along with its subsidiaries ; the same should be done in the case in question 


SUTRA (36). 


‘ Thebe is injunction of the pebfobmance ”, — nr this is urged — 
[then the answer is as in the next Sutra.] 


Bhasya. 


The following might be urged by the Opponent— “ What has been 
enjoined by the verb ‘should sacrifice’ in the case of the Pcmrnamdsi is 
the Performance (of the sacrifice) ; — and Performance is meant to include 
the Main offering as well as the subsidiaries ; and time also is part of the 
Performance ; — it is for this reason that on the Full Moon Day, the Main 
sacrifice is performed along with the subsidiaries ”, 

Our answer to this is as follows : — 


SUTRA (37). 

SO HEBE ALSO. 




. Bhasya. 

In the present case also, what is enjoined is the performance of the 
‘ offering to Maruts ’—by the verb ‘ dsadayati \ * keeps ’ ; and just as (in 
the case of the Pauryamdsa) Time is part of the Performance, so is Place 
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also. — Hence it follows that on the Southern Altar, ‘ offering to Maruts ’ 
should be performed along with its subsidiaries. 

Objection — “ As a matter of fact, the term ‘ asadayati ’, ‘ keeps does 
not denote the sacrifice-, how then can it signify the performance of the 
sacrifice ? ” 

Answer — The keeping spoken of is only for the purpose of the sacrifice, 
as at the Archetype ; as it is only thus that it serves a visible purpose ; 
'otherwise, it would have to-be assumed to serve an invisible (transcendental) 
purpose. And when the ‘keeping’ is for the purposes of the sacrifice , the 
sacrifice must be performed. — Thus then, the text in question indirectly 
becomes an injunction of the sacrifice ; just as in the case of such texts as 
‘ One should offer Oooked Rice to Surya * One should offer the tawny 
animal to Soma ’. — From this it follows that in the case in question also, the 
performance of the * offering to Maruts ’ is enjoined ; and hence the per- 
formance of the subsidiaries being admissible, it should be done separately. 

SUTRA (38). 

'‘But it is ‘keeping”!, — nr this is urged — [ then the answer is as 
in the next Sutra.] 

Bhdsya. 

Says the Opponent — “ The term ‘ asadayati ’, ‘ keeps ’, denotes, not the 
sacrifice, but the keeping. — ‘ But it would indirectly indicate the sacrifice 
It cannot be right to abandon Direct Denotation and have recourse to 
Indirect Indication. — * But such recourse will be necessitated by the fact that 
the Asadana serves a visible purpose ’.—It would be so if the Asadcma really 
served a visible purpose. If the pouring of the offering to Mantis were 
definitely known as to be performed in the Southern Fire, then alone would 
the keeping of the substance near it serve a visible purpose ; but the said 
pouring is not so definitely known.— At 'the Archetype, inasmuch as the 
Ahavaniya Fire is one only, the pouring of the oblation is definitely known 
as to be done therein ; hence the keeping of the substance near it is regarded 
as serving a visible purpose. In the case in question, however, it is not so ; — - 
and when it is not possible for it to serve a visible purpose, it is better to 
acoept the direct denotation. Hence it follows that what is expressed by 
the verb ‘ asadayati ’ is keeping, not sacrifice” 

■ SUTRA (39). , ■ 

[Answer] — Not so ; because it poems ‘one sentence’ with the 

SENTENCE SPEAKING OF THE NORTHERN ALTAR. 

Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact, the ‘ Asadana ’ does not serve an unseen purpose. — 
“ Why ? ” — ■ Because it forms ' one sentence’ with the sentence speaking of the 



ADHYlYA XI, PlDA II, ADHIK ARANA (8). 


2155 


Northern Altar ; — i.e. inasmuch as the sentence ‘ The Pratiprasthatr keeps 
the offering to Maruts at the Southern Altar ’ forms ‘ one sentence ’ with (is 
construed along with) the group of words connected with the Northern Altar, 

as found in the sentence ‘ He keeps the eight offerings on the Northern 

Altar — it follows that this keeping is not meant to serve an unseen purpose. 

“ How is that ? ” — As a matter of fact, the ordinary notion is that the 

offering of the oblations might be done, without any restriction, in either 
one of the two Ahavaniya Fires ; and as the keeping is meant to keep pace 
with the offering, the same idea holds regarding this keeping also. What the 
text in question therefore does is to restrict the particular Ahavaniya Fire 
to bo adopted ; — the restriction that is imposed is always on what is pre- 
viously known; — the Ahavaniya is known to subserve the purpose of the 
offering of oblations, not any unseen purpose ; — hence it follows that the 
« keeping ’ is for the purpose of the * offering of oblations 

Another party comes forward with the following explanation -The 
term ‘ asadayati ’ as found in the first sentence speaks of the keeping of the 
offerings at both altars ; — at the Northern Altar it is clearly for the purposes 
of Homa ; hence when the same word is used in the second sentence in con- 
nection with the Southern Altar, it cannot but be meant to be for the purposes 
of Homa ; — hence it follows that at both altars, the ‘keeping’ is for the 
purpose of Homa . — It might be argued that— “It is the asadana, keeping, 
alone that is enjoined ; and it may be regarded as serving a visible purpose 
whenever it is found to actually serve a visible purpose, — and where it is 
not possible for it to serve a visible purpose, it may be regarded as serving 
an unseen purpose — This however is not possible ; as this would involve 
the simultaneity of injunction and reference ; that is, where it is for a visible 
purpose, it would be referred to, being already known as to be done on the 
basis of the Archetype, — while where it serves an unseen purpose, it would 
be enjoined but both these cannot be there at one and the same time. 
Hence the suggestion made is not right. 

“If it is for the purposes of Homa, why is the sentence regarded as the 
injunction of the sacrifice, not the mere keeping 1 ” 

The answer to this may be that it would be the Homa elsewhere.: — But 
that cannot be right ; because the keeping is for the purpose of Homa; and 
what is kept in one place cannot be offered in Homa in another place. 
Further, ■ -• 

SUTRA (40). 

Because it ls not necessary to speak op it. 

Bhasya, 

It is not necessary to speak of the keeping for purposes of Homa ; for 
when the Homa is there (to be performed), the keeping comes in from the 
Archetype itself. It is necessary however to speak of the sacrifice ; it is 
possible for this sacrifice to be sppken of by means of the terra * keeping 
through indirect indication. Consequently in the case in question also, the 
term ‘ keeps 5 (‘ asadayati) signifies the performance of the sacrifice, as in the 



case of the ‘ Paurmmas l * ; — arid from this it follows that the performance 
should be separate. 

SUTRA (41). 

THE SCBIPTTJBAIi DECLASATIOK ALSO IS TO THE SAME EFFECT. 

Bhdsya. 

It is only under this conclusion arrived at above by means of reasonings 
that the scriptural declaration would he explicable ; this declaration being — 
‘ Then the Pratiprasihdtr does what the Adhvaryu does 5 ; and again, * That 
wherein the Homos are offered is also called Devatdydja ’ ; — all this shows that 
the sacrifice to deities is to be offered at the Southern Altar also ; and this is 
possible only if the term ‘ asadayati ’ signifies the sacrifice . — For this reason 
also the conclusion should be as above. 


Adhikarana ( 9 ) : At the Northern and the Southern Altars, 

the Performer shall be the same. 

SUTRA (42). 

[PCRVAPAKSA] — “ So ALSO THERE IS DIVERSITY OF PERFORMERS.” 
Ehdsya. 

la connection, with the same subject, we proceed to consider the question 
— Are the Performers at the two altars to be different ? Or the same ? 

The Purvapalcsa is as follows '.—“So also there is diversity of performers ; 
i.e. just as the subsidiaries are to be performed separately, [so also are the 
Performers to be different] ; so that one set of performers should deal with the 
eight offerings with their subsidiaries at the Northern Altar, and another set 
at the Southern Altar. In this way the main sacrifices along with their 
respective subsidiaries would be performed in their own rightful places ; and 
hence those performers who have been distinguished as having worked at the 
Northern Altar do not render any help at the Southern Altar ; hence at this 
latter there should be an entirely different set of performers.” 


SUTRA (43). 



[SlDDHiNTA]— N ot SO ; BECAUSE of INHERENCE. 


It is not so ; Le. it is not right that like the subsidiaries, the Performers 
also should be separate ; as a matter of fact, the Performers should be ‘ com- 
mon \ — “ Why ? ” — Because of inherence ; it is by virtue of a direct declara- 
tion that the Performers come into the performance,— -the declaration being 
‘ The five Priests are the performers fit the Ohaturmdsya sacrifices ’ ; even 
though this declaration connects the Performers with the sacrifice as a whole, 
the component parts also of the sacrifice become connected with the same 
Performers ; — as regards the Vcurunapraghdsa sacrifices also, as they are the 
component parts of the Chaturrnasya, they also are accepted as connected 
with the same five Performers ; — the performance of the several Varuna- 
praghdsa sacrifices is to be treated as one only, because they all come in at 
one and the same time, and because they have the same beginning and end. 
— Such being the case, only that much of these should be done separately as 
is actually laid down as to be so done, nothing more than that ; the 
Performers have not been laid down as to be different ; hence they should 
be ‘ common ’ . 

The following argument might be urged here — 1 ‘ When the main sacrifices 
have been declared to be different, the subsidiaries have to be regarded as 
different, even though this may not be declared in so many words. — Why ! — 
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so that, just as by reason of the Praydjas being different from the offering 
to the Maruts, they are performed separately, — in the same manner, by virtue 
of the Performers being ‘ subsidiaries % why cannot they be regarded as 
separate, like the Praydjas and other subsidiaries ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows : — Even though several things may be 
equally ‘ subsidiaries yet the help rendered by one kind of subsidiaries may 
be totally different from that rendered by another kind ; for instance, (a) the 
subsidiaries of the kind of the Praydjas help through imparting an ‘ unseen ’ 
(transcendental) benefit; — (6) those of the kind of the ‘grass’ help by 
serving as the receptacle of the sacrificial materials (c) those of other 
kinds help by embellishing the receptacles. Thus these subsidiaries vary 
with variations in the Sacrifice, the Place and the Receptacles. As for 
Performers, they help by accomplishing the action ; hence, even though the 
Places be different, if the primary help rendered is recognised to be the same, 
they can accomplish the action (even at different places) ‘ in common ’, and 
hence they need not vary. 

“ What do you mean by * Primary help ’ ? ” 

What is meant is as follows — (A) As for the Botr Priest, he is called 
the ‘ Performer of the Sacrifice ’ by virtue of his sitting in front of the 
Gdrhapatya Fire and behind the Ahavaniya Fire and invoking the Adhvaryu 
by reciting the Ydjyd and Anuvdhyd Mantras ; while he- is still seated at the 
said place, he can very well invoke the PratiprastMtr also, who, in his own 
turn, is officiating at the sacrifice, like the Adhvaryu ; and hence he need not 
be different in the two cases. — (B) Similarly, as the place of the Utkara 
is the same, the A gnidhra -Priest, while seated at that same place, can help 
both the said performers by means of the ‘ Pratydehravana ’ (‘ Reciting of 
certain texts) ; hence he also need not be different in the two cases. — (0) 
Similarly, the Brahman-Priest also, seated to the south,-—' which' place is 
common to both the Ahavaniya Fires, the * south 5 of the Northern Fire 
being the same as the ‘ South’ of the Southern Fire, — can help both the 
said performers by seeing what is done and what is not done and addressing 
the words of ‘ permission ’ ; hence he also may remain the same. — As for the 
Adhvaryu and the Pratyprasthair, they have been held to be different by 
virtue of the special declaration to that effect ; hence there is no incongruity 
in that. — From all this it follows that there need not be separate sets of 
Performers. 

SUTRA (44). 

Also because we itnd indicative texts to- the same effect. 

Bkasya. 

There is also an indicative text pointing to the same conclusion — ‘ He 
gives an old bull as the Sacrificial Fee ’ ; this shows that there is only one 
Fee ; and this is possible only when the Performer is one and the same. In 
another ease, as there would be no Fee, they would not help in the sacrifice. 
“ But they might help, on account of the gift of the Anvahdrya — It is 
not understood where the Anvahdrya is to be given and where the Bull is ' 
to be given ; as a matter of fact, inasmuch as no difference is perceptible. 
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it should be the Bull in both cases. What is enjoined as to be secured must 
be taken as meant to be one, — if the word is used in the Singular Number 
(as it is in the present case, the Fee being spoken of as * dak§inam 5 ) ; hence 
the Fee is to be one, which means that the Performers should'be ‘ common 


SUTRA (45). 


c< On account of the presence of the Platform if this be urged 
— [then the answer is as in the next Sutra]. 

Bhdsya. 

The following might be urged — “ The presence of the Platform is found 
to be declared as the reason (for separate priests), in the -text — * Within the 
platform the Hotfs foot is different from that outside the Platform’ ; the 
same foot of the Hotr cannot help in both places ; hence there must be 
separate performers 

SUTRA (46). 


AS IT IS ONLY THE PLACE. 


It cannot be as has been urged ; — why ? — because it is only the place; 
i.e. * the Hotr’s foot ’ has not been laid down' here as helping the Platform ; 
it is only he place, the exact spot, that is laid down,— meaning that the 
Hotr should stand on such a spot that one foot is on the Platform and the 
other outside the Platform. — “ Why so ? ” — Because it is ‘one sentence ’ j 
the whole of the text in question should be treated as ‘ one sentence because 
this would be in keeping with proximity, and also because the whole really 
expresses a single idea. If the ‘Hotr’s foot’ were enjoined as part and 
parcel of the Platform, then the placing of one foot on the Platform would 
have fulfilled the injunction ; so that there would be no need for any restric- 
tion regarding the other foot. — “ But it would be necessary to lay down the 
second foot also ; how else could the second also be understood to be there 
by the mention of the - one on the Platform ” — -Because there is no in- 
congruity ; if it were known from any other source that both the feet should 
be on the platform, then the assertion of one being there would be preclusive 
of the other ; there is however no such idea of both being on the Platform ; 
hence there is just a possibility of the second also being there. Thus there 
is a syntactical split, — If, on the other hand, the text is taken as laying down 
a particular spot, then as this indication of the spot is done by both the 
feet jointly, the resultant idea is one only ; and hence it becomes a case 
of ‘ one sentence ’. — Prom all this it follows that the ‘ Hotr’s foot ’ is not of 
help to the Platform, and hence it cannot be an object of injunction in both 
sentences. 


Athttkarah a (10) : At the Northern and Southern Altars, 
the ‘ Apamgni ka-homas 5 should be performed 
separately. 

SUTRA (47). 

[PfhR.VAPATr.SA] — “ As THEY ABE OFFERED IN ONE AND THE SAME EIRE, 
THE PERFORMANCE SHOTTED BE -IN COMMON’ IN THE CASE 

OF OTHERS.” 

Bhdsya. 

In regard to the same matter of altars, we proceed to consider the 
following question — Are the Apardgnika -hornets to be performed separately ? 
or * in common ’ ? 

The Purvapakm is as follows— “ The. performance shomd be ‘in com- 
mon ’.—Why ? — Because they are offered in one and the same Fire ; in the 
case of the. Paurvagnika-homas, it has been held that the performance should 
be separate, because of the diversity of the Fires ; in the case in question 
however, that reason is not present, as all the Homas concerned are offered 
in one and the same Fire hence the performance of these should be ‘ in 
common’.” . 

SUTRA (48). 

[Siddhanta] — In beauty, the performances should be SEPARATE, 

AS THE PERFORMERS ARE DIFFERENT. 

Bhdsya. 

There should be several separate performances. — “ Why ? ” — Because 
the performers are different ; the subsidiaries of the ‘ offering to the Maruts ’ 
are performed by the Pratiprasthdtr priest, while the others are performed 
by the Adhvaryu; — under the circumstances, if they were performed ‘in 
common ’ (which would mean that they are all performed by the same Priest), 
one or the other set would be performed by the wrong priest, and to that 
extent, the performance would be defective. Hence it follows that the 
performances should be separate. 



Adhikaba3?a (11) : At the 1 Vdjapeya \ the laying dawn of 

‘ hilling at the Brahmasaman ’ is not meant to 
preclude the rest of the Sacrificial Performance , 

--it is meant to postpone the further 
embellishments. 

SUTRA (49). 

[Purvapaksa] — “When the animals dedicated to Prajapati have 

BEEN LET LOOSE AETER BEING ‘ WASHED ’, IT MEANS THE 
ABANDONING OF THE SACRIFICIAL PERFORMANCE, BECAUSE 
OF THE SIMILARITY OF WORDS, AS IN THE CASE OF 
THE ‘ ARANYA ■ ; CONSEQUENTLY, THE SENTENCE 
BEGINNING WITH THE TERM, ‘ BRAHMASlMNI ’ 

SHOULD BE TAKEN AS THE INJUNCTION 
OF A DISTINCT ACT.” 

Bhdsya. 

In reference to the ‘ Animals dedicated to Prajapati ’ at the Vdjapeya 
sacrifice, we read — ‘ They let them loose after they have been washed one 
should lrill the animal at the Brahmasaman ’. 

The question that is going to be considered is — When it is said that ‘ they 
let them loose after they have been washed % — does this mean the preclusion 
of the rest of the Rites, — the sentence that follows, ‘One should kill the 
at the Brahmasaman ’, being the injunction of a totally different 
act ? Or, is the first sentence meant to preclude only the embellishments 
{of the Animals ), subsequent to the ‘ washing ’ — and the second sentence 
is meant to bring up those previously omitted embellishments again at a 
later time ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows “ It means the abandoning of the sacrificial 
performance, — Le. it is meant to preclude the rest of the rites, because of 
the similarity of words, as in the case of the ‘ dranya ’ ; — in the case of the text. 
‘ They let loose the wild animals after they have been washed % it has been 
concluded under Sutra 9. 4. '52 that it is meant to preclude the rest of the 
Rites ; — and the words of the text under consideration are similar to those of 
that text. — ‘ What is the similarity between these two texts ? ’ — What is 
found in the case of that text is— (a) that certain actions have been enjoined 
in the text ‘ One sacrifices Kapihjala birds to Vasanta (b) that at alf 
those actions the details of the Archetype become admissible,— (c) that 
from among these archetypal details, those ending with ‘ washing ’ have been 
reasserted in the text * They let them loose after they have been washed ’ j 
and as such a reassertion without any qualifications is preclusive in its 
character, it is concluded that it is meant to predude the rest of the Rifes 5 — 
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similarly in the case in question also, it is found (a) that certain actions 
have been enjoined in the text ‘Should sacrifice the animals dedicated to 
Prajapati — (6) that at all' these actions, the archetypal details are admis- 
sible, — (c) that there is an unqualified reassertion of the details ending with' 

• washing ’ ; which must be preclusive of the rest of the Rites. — Since this is 
so, therefore the text ‘ Should sacrifice at the Brahma-saman ’ should be 
regarded as the injunction of an act distinct from the previous one, — this 
distinct act being the sacrificing, at the Brahma-saman, of the seventeen 
animals dedicated to Prajapati ? ” 

SUTRA (50). 

In reality, it should be taken as precluding the embellish- 
ments ; AS THE SENTENCE BEING ONE, THE SACRIFICE MUST BE 
ONE AND THE SAME. 

Bhapya. 

In reality, the text should not be taken as precluding the rest of the 
sacrificial performance ; what is meant is that those embellishments 
which would normally come in after the ‘ washing ’ are put off for the time, 
and are to be brought in at the time of the Brahma-saman ’.—“ Why so ? ” 
— Because the sentence being one, the sacrifice should be one and the same;— 
i«e. the whole of the text — ‘ They let them loose after they have been washed,— 
one should sacrifice at the Brahma-saman ’ — is 4 one sentence \ — “ How do 
you know that ? ” — In connection with the word 4 sacrifice } (in the latter 
part of the text), we do not find the mention of any Substance or Deity 
[which must mean that the action spoken of by the term 4 sacrifice ’ has for 
its substance and deity the same that have been mentioned in the earlier 
part of the text] ; — as a matter of fact, it is only when the sacrifice meant 
Is one and the same that there can be such 4 one sentence ’ ; as it is in that 
case alone that the 4 sacrificing ’ only has to be laid down, the Substance 
and the Deity having been already mentioned (in the preceding words).— 
In case the two were distinct sentences, — the first preceding the rest of the 
performance and the second enjoining another sacrifice,— then this would 
mean a syntactical split ; and it would, in this case, be necessary to lay down 
(afresh) the Substance and the Deity. — As for the argument that 44 what, has 
gone before would be connected with the second sentence ”, — the needs 
of the first sentence having been already satisfied, it could not be connected 
with the second sentence. — From this it follows that the two parts form 
4 one sentence \ — 44 But even if the sacrifice be one and the same, if the 
first part precluded the subsequent embellishments, and the second part 
enjoined the same, then the meanings being different, there would be 
syntactical split — Not so ; the mere assertion of the 4 sacrificing at 
Brahma-saman ’ implies the omission of what follows the -washing; so 
that it does not need to be enjoined (by the first part) ; all that is done is 
that in reference to the said •omission, the sacrificing alone is postponed ; 
so that the fact of the sacrifice being one and the same does not involve a 
syntactical split at all, 



ADHYlYA XT, PADA II, ADHIKARANA (11). 


2165 


SUTRA (61). 

Also because it is found that there is no ‘ pouring 5 of 
the Fat. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the text — ‘ Savyd va etarhi vapd yadaruxbhighrtd, brahma mi 
braJmiasdma, yat brdhmasamni dlabhate, tendsavydstendbhighrtd ’ ; [where 
6 the non-pouring of the fat ’ has been spoken of]. — If the first sentence in 
question were preclusive of the subsequent embellishments, then alone it 
would so happen that the Juhu vessel having been emptied by the Savantya 
offering, there would be no * remnant of the Praydjas so that in this case 
alone would ‘non-pouring’ be possible. If, on the other hand, the said 
sentence were preclusive of the rest of the performance, then * the sacrificing 
at Brahmasdman ’ would be a distinct act ; at which the Praydjas are per- 
formed over again ; of which the * remnant ’ would be there, with which the 
‘pouring’ could be done; so that the mention of ‘ non-pouring ’ would be 
inexplicable in that case. — For this reason also the sentence should be 
taken as precluding the subsequent embellishments. 


ii.f if lili 

: ; 



Adhikarana (12) : At the ‘ Ahum \ the 1 letting hose o] 
the Bulls i is meant to he 'preclusive of the rest of 
the- Performance . 

Bhasya. 

There is an ‘ Ahina ’ sacrifice named ‘ Panchashdradiya laid down in 
the text — ‘ Mdrutiyah pahchashdradiyo, yah kdmayet bahu sydmiti sa etena 
yajeta ’ [‘ There is the Panchashdradiya sacrifice to the Mantis ; one who is 
desirous of becoming many should perform this sacrifice ’] ; — in connection 
with this sacrifice we have the following declarations — (a) ‘* Vaishdkhyama- 
vdsydydm saptadasha mdrutistrivatsd apramta, upakaroti ’ ; (6) ‘ Saptadasha 
prashnin uksnah tan paryagnikrtdn proksitdnitard alahhante pretardnutsrjanti ’ ; 
(c) ‘ Tatah samvatsare rdjlvd dnayanti tdnshchaivoksimh • tan paryagni- 
krtdhitard alahhante pretardnutsrjanii 

[The PaAchasharadiya sacrifice is completed in five years ; during the first 
year, the sacrifice is performed on that Moonless Day on which the asterism of 
Vishdkha falls ; at this the animals dealt with are seventeen young female animals 
and seventeen bulls ; — after all these have been washed and besprinkled, the 
female animals are laid down as to be killed and the bulls as to be let loose ; the 
same process is repeated during the second, third and fourth years ; — then comes the 
declaration that three animals having been killed on each day, five should be killed 
on the last day.] 

In regard to the ‘letting loose’ of the Bulls, there arises the same 
question as above — Is the ‘ letting loose ’ meant to preclude the rest of the 
sacrificial performance, as in the case of the 6 Aranya * ? Or is it meant to 
preclude only the subsequent embellishments for the time being, — being taken 
up again at the Sutyas, this resuming being laid down in the last sentence, 
‘They kill three bulls on each day and five on the last day’ ?— If it is 
meant to be preclusive of the rest of the performance, then, each year, 
fresh bulls would have to be brought in ; if, on the other hand, it is meant to 
preclude only the embellishments, then, the «a.rrm bulls would be kept for 
five years, being ‘ embellished ’ again and again, and being sacrificed oibly 
at the final Sutyas. 

On this question, the Purvapaksa is as follows : — 

SUTRA (52). 

| I’d rvapaksa] — “ The same should be tots case with the PaScha- 

SHARADIYA SACRIFICES.” 

Bhasya. 

“ If you wish to know how the Panchashdradiya sacrifices are to be 
dealt with, the answer is that the same should he the case with the Pancha- 
shdradiya sacrifices ; i.e. they should be regarded as the Prdjapatya offerings 
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(have been regarded in the preceding Adhikarana) ; i.e. the ‘ letting loose ’ 
should be taken as precluding the embellishments* as in this way, the idea 
is in keeping with the context ; otherwise, the idea of the context would 
be abandoned and an entirely foreign conception brought in. It is only 
thus too that the expression ‘ tanshchaiva uksnah ’ (‘ those same bulls ’), 
which refers to the bulls previously mentioned in the same context, becomes 
understandable ; as also the laying down of the expiatory Rite-r-‘ If the 
Bull happen to be lame (Kuta ?), or one-eyed, one should offer cooked 
rice to Brhaspati ; if it should fall down, one should offer eooked rice to 
Vayu ; if it should die, one should offer cooked rice to Nirrti ’ ; these 
contingencies can come about only when the animals are kept (year after 
year, not if fresh ones are brought in every year).— From all this it follows 
that the ‘ letting loose ’ of the 'Bulls is to be treated as precluding the 
embellishments.” 

SUTRA (53). 

[Siddhanta] — Not so ; because it forms c one sentence ’ with the 
Injunction. 

Bhasya. 

It is not right that the ‘ letting loose’ of the Bulls is preclusive of the 
embellishments ; as a matter of fact, it precludes the rest of the performance 
itself— Why ? — Because it forms ‘ one sentence ’ with the Injunction-, — the 
Injunction of the sacrifice in question is — ‘ Saptadasha mdrulih prshnih 
updkaroti ’ [which lays down the sacrifice of seventeen young she-animals 
to Manets] ; it is this text that contains the ihention of the substance as 
well as the Deity with this injunction, the sentence ‘ saptadasha prshnin- 
ukmah ’ (‘seventeen young bulls ’) forms ‘ one sentence’, and is syntactically 
connected. — “ How do you know that ? ” — The sentence ‘ seventeen young 
bulls ’ is incomplete (having no verb), and it is completed with the help of 
the preceding injunction, which supplies the missing words ‘ mdriddnala- 
bhate ’ [thus completing the sentence * Sacrifices seventeen young bulls to 
Marais']. 

“This would be a clear case of ‘ amqanga ’ (supplying of ellipsis); 
and in that case there are two distinct independent sentences; — how then 
can it be said that 4 it forms one sentence with the Injunction ’ ? 

Answer — If the former sentence is supplementary to the latter, then it 
involves an ‘ anusahga ’, — while if the second sentence is supplementary to 
the former, then it is a case of ‘ one sentence ’ ; as a matter of fact, we shall 
take the second sentence as supplementary to the former ; the right course is 
that the second sentence should be regarded as supplementary to the former 
sentence, — not the former as supplementary to the latter. If the second is 
supplementary to the first sentence, then all that is needed is the inter- 
dependence of the two sentences ; while in the other pase, it would be necessary 
to assume this interdependence , as also the Anusahga (supplying of the 
ellipsis) ; and there would be a connection with what is expressed by the 
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particle * cha ’, the meaning being — ‘ Sacrifice seventeen young female 
animals to 'Maruts, and also seventeen young bulls Itftis not necessary 
however to add the signification of the particle ‘ cha ’ ; as the fact of the 
two being taken together is secured by the combination of the two sentences. 
— The upshot of all this therefore is that there is only £ one sentence ’ in the 
case, laying down thirty-four actions, — seventeen of these being let off after 
the washing, and the other seventeen being dealt with as at the archetypal 
sacrifice. — Similarly with the subsequent injunctions. — When once the 
animals have been let off, it is not right that they should be used again in 
another performance; firstly because the performer lias no longer any pro- 
prietary right over them, and also because they will have become stale. — 
From all this it follows that, as in the case of the ‘ aranya ’ (wild) animals, 
so here also, the sentence should be taken as precluding the rest of the 
performance. 

Under the circumstances, there should be a different set of Bulls each 
succeeding year ; so that there being no previous bulls there, there would be 
no ‘ abandoning of what is related to the context ’ ; — as for the expiatory 
Rite, it would fall due prior to the * letting off * of the embellished Bulls. The 
declaration of dependence also would be in reference to other similar Bulls 
‘ young ’ and * dedicated to Maruts — the previous bulls not being there 
just as in the case of such expressions as ‘ Tdmeva yavdgum tryaham pibati, 
tdrvyeva amadhani, sa eva tittirih \ 

SUTRA (54). 

Also because the embellishments are found 

MENTIONED. 

BTidsya. 

The followi n g text shows that the embellishments are to be performed 
every year — * Tan prayagnikrtdn prok§itan itard dlabhante pretardnutsr- 
janti \ — “ This might be a mere description FTot so ; in that case there 
would be syntactical split — -the two statements being ‘ Performs the washing* 
and ‘Lets off those that have been washed*. — Further, the washing of the 
‘ she-calves ’ and the * bulls ’ have been spoken of simultaneously ; as regards 
the she-calves, there would be only reference , as it is already known from 
other sources, while, as regards the others (the Bulls), it would be enjoined, 
as it is not known from other sources. — This however cannot be right ; while 
the embellishments are there, both these are impossible ; over the sacrifice 
one has perfect right ; hence in both cases there should be sacrifices. 



Adhikarana ( 13 ): The Abhisechaniya ’ and the ‘ Dasha - 

peya ’ should be performed separately. 

Bhasya. 

In connection with the Rdjasuya, two Ekdha sacrifices are performed— 
:he Abhisechaniya and the Dashapeya. 

In regard to this we proceed to consider the question— Are these to be 
performed ‘ in common ’ or separately ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows : — 
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'PflRVAFAK§A — continued} — “ At the ‘Dashapeya’, as there is 

* ANTICIPATION * Off TIE PURCHASE, THERE SHOULD BE ‘ ANTI- 
CIPATION ’ OF ALL THAT PRECEDES IT ; HENCE THE 
PERFORMANCE OF THESE SHOULD BE ‘ IN 
COMMON 5 .” 


Of these two, tne subsidiaries should be performed ‘in common’. 

Why ? — Because the ‘ Purchase ’ connected with the Dashapeya is ‘ anti- 
cipated’, as laid down in the text ‘For the Dashapeya and the Abhi§l- 
chaniya, one purchases the Soma together at the same time ’ ; as a matter 
of fact, the Abhisechaniya comes before the Dashapeya hence if the Purchase 
of the Soma for both is done at the time of the Abhisechaniya , it means the 
‘ anticipation ’ of the Purchase connected with the Dashapeya. The ‘ anti- 
cipation’ of the Purchase leads to the ‘ anticipation ’ of all those details 
that go before the Purchase , according to the principle evolved under Sutra 
5. 1. 24. From this it is clear that the performance of these two Ekdha 
sacrifices is begun ‘ in common’; and when they have commenced ‘ in 
common’, it is only right that their completion also should be ‘ in 
common’. Hence we conclude that the performance of the two sacrifices 
should be ‘ in common ’.” 

SUTRA (56). 

[Purvapaksa — concluded] — “ The declaration of similabity points 

TO THE SAME CONCLUSION.” 


“ There is the declaration to the effect that — ‘ The two sacri 
hapeya and the Abhisechaniya are similar ’ ; and the similarit 
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SUTRA (57). 

[SlDDHANTA] — I n REALITY, THERE IS NO ‘ ANTICIPATION ’, BECAUSE IT IS 
ON ACCOUNT OF THE SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS THAT THE TWO 
A -R E LAID DOWN AS TO BE DONE TOGETHER. 

Bhcisya. 

In reality, there is no ‘ anticipation. ’ of the Purchase at all. — Why ?— 
Became it is on account of the special requirements ; i.e. one Purchase is 
prompted by the actual requirements, while the other is done only because it 
is so laid down. In connection with the purchasing of Soma which is done 
before the performance of the sacrifice begins, there are the following details :— 
At the time of securing the accessories of the sacrifice, there is a conversation 
between the sacrificer and the Soma-vendor , — the determining of the price 
of the Soma and the buying of it ; from the very nature of these details, 
it is absolutely necessary to perform them; for, if all this were not done, 

' it would not be right to undertake the performance of the sacrifice at all.— 
“Why? ” — Because in that case it is just possible that at the time of the 
actual performance there may be no Soma at all ; — or the Vendor may not 
agree to give it at the price offered ; so that in that case the sacrifice could 
not be performed. — It is for this reason that it has been laid down that all 
t his should be done together, at one and the same time (for both the sacrifices 
in question). — “ Why so ? ” — Because this first Purchase is the main pur- 
chase,— it having been nearly completed at that time, the payment of the 
price only remaining to be done. — As for the other details — such as the 
pronouncing of the Mantra ‘ Kalaya, te knndmi ’ and so forth, — these are 
mere details ; specially as the Vendor is not an independent agent. Such 
being the case, if the Purchase were done at different times, the subsidiaries 
also would be performed at those same times. — In the conversation held 
between the Vendor and the Purchaser, the root 4 Kn * has been used 
in the sense of purchasing ; as is also found in such ordinary expressions as 
4 Devadattena saha asmabhih dhdnyam kritam ’ [‘ Paddy has been purchased 
by us along with Devadatta ’], where the transaction has been completed 
and hence a reference is made to it.— All this is outside the pale of the sacrifice. 
— Hence there can be no 4 anticipation’ (of the Purchase); it has to be per- 
formed separately at its own proper time in both cases. 

SUTRA (58). 

Also because the ‘ Avabhrtha ’ is found in connection with 

THE FORMER (OF THE TWO SACRIFICES). 



As a matter of fact, we find the Avabhrtha mentioned in connection with 
the ‘ former ’—i.e. with the Abhisechaniya , — in the following text — 4 Samd- 
nam vai etad yajham vichcbindanti yadabhis echaniyasydvabhrthamabhyava - 
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yard*’ [‘ If they separate the Avabhrtha from the Abhisechaniya, they disturb 
the even tenor of the sacrifice ’] ; this connection between the Avabhrtha 
and the Abhisechaniya is possible only if there are separate performances; 
otherwise, the Avabhrtha would have to be performed at the end of the' 
Dashapeya. 

SUTRA (59). 

The Initiations also are found connected with the latter (of 

THE TWO SACRIFICES). 

Ehapya. 

In connection with the Dashapeya also, we find the Initiations mentioned 
separately; it being declared that ‘they should increase the number of 
Initiations at the Abhisechaniya, so that on the tenth day the Dashapiya 
becomes accomplished ; at which the Soma is purchased at the same time 
and the Initiation is done at the same time ’.—If the two were not performed 
separately, then the Initiations of the Dashapiya would be done at the 
Abhisechaniya also ; and in that case the said declaration would not be 
compatible. 

As for the argument urged (in Su. 56) thatr-" The declaration of 
similarity points to the same conclusion our answer to that is as follows 

SUTRA (60). 

They are * similar, ’ by reason of the ttmv, being the 

SAME. 

Bhdsya. 

The two Soma-sacrifices are performed during the. same season ; so that 
after one year it is in reference to this sameness of Ume that there is the 
declaration of ‘ similarity ’ with regard to the latter of the two. Such a 
declaration would have no sense if the performances Were not separate.— 
Krona all this it follows that the two sacrifices in question should be performed 
separately. 


Adhikarana (14): In the text ‘ Varunyd nishasena 
tu8aishchdvabhrthamabhyavayanti\ the e Avabhrtha ’ 
is laid down as a distinct sacrifice. 

Bhdsya . 

In connection with, the V arunapraghasa sacrifices, we read — ‘ Varunyd 
niqkasena tu^aishchavabhrthmnabKyavayanti * [‘ They proceed to the Avabhrtha 
with the smearings of the Vdrunl and the Chaff ’]. 

[At the VarurM-praghdsa, the eighth substance is this ‘ Curdled Milk for Varuna ’ 
this substance along with the Ram xqadb of barley- flour having been offered, they 
offer the ninth substance, a cake baked on one pan; then they perform the 
Avabhrtha with the smearings left in the vessel that -contained the Curdled Mfllr 
as also the Chaff of the barley of whose flour the Ram had been made.] 

In regard to this, we proceed to consider the following question — Does 
this mean the postponement of the previously-mentioned offering ? Or the 
injunction of a distinct act ? 

S0TBA , (61). 

[PiTevapak^a] — ■“ At the Avabhrtha, — inasmuch as the ‘ smeaiongs ’ 

AEE PART OF IT, THEBE SHOULD BE * ANTICIPATION * OS’ TOT. 
OFFERING, AS IN THE CASE OF THE * ANIMAL 

Bhdgya. 

“ This is a case of ‘ cmtio$#ation * of iheoffermg ; — whp J— became it is a 
part of it ; the Curdled Milk has been laid down as to be offered to Varuna, 
in the text — ‘ Curdled Milk is for the Maruts ; Curdfed Milk is for Varuna ’ ; 
— -this Curdled Milk is found to be offered to Varuna on two occasions — one 
part of it is offered in place of the Avdpa, and another part, after the Saamsta- 
yaju§ ; — in both cases the deity is Varuna ; — hence it foUowB that there 
should be ‘anticipation’ of the offering; — os .in the case of the * Animal* ; 
i.e. out of the Savanlya animal, ‘they offer the fat at the moxinng extrac- 
tion, the cake at midday and the limbs at the evening extraction.* * What 
is the use of introducing the term, Avabhrtha at all (in the Sutra) ! ’—It is a 
merely — a figurative reference, — on the basis of the place and the deity being 
the same (in the case of the Avabhrtha and the offering to Varuna in question). 
— ‘-Why cannot the term be treated as transferring the details ( of the 
Avabhrtha to the offering to Varuna), —like the term ‘ agnihotra * (see 7. 3. 1.) t ’ 
— Because it cannot he so taken ; it is not possible for one and the same 
sentence to lay down * anticipation ’ of the offering and also the transference of 
details ; in fact, after having laid down the anticipation of the offering, it has 
no capacity left for laying down the transference of details" 
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SUTRA (62). 

[Siddhaota] — In reality, there should be separation ; because 

OF CONNECTION WITH A WELL-KNOWN N AME . 

Bhasya . 

In feet, there should be no 6 anticipation ’ of the offering ; what is meant 
is the separation — of the smearings ; and the action laid down in the text is 
an entirely different one. — “ Why ? " — Because of connection with a well-known 
name ; — Le. because of connection with the well-known name ‘ avabhrtha in 
the sentence 4 Niskdsendt'abhrthamabhyavayanti \ — “ It has been already 
explained that the nse of the name is only figurative, for the purposes of 
reference”. — If it were a mere reference, then it would not prompt any acti- 
vity and hence it would be useless ; while, if it transfers the details, then it 
serves a distinctly useful purpose. — “ But even in that case the use of the 
term would be figurative — Yes ; but even a figurative term, if prompting 
activity, serves a useful purpose ; just as such figurative expressions as— 
‘ agnau tisthati ’ [‘ stands in fire ‘ avate tisthati ’ [‘ stands in the pit ’]. — “ But 
such usage involves the incongruity of a term having several significations 
There is no such incongruity in the case of the term laying down an entirely 
new action; just as£in the case of the text, * Btasyaiva revati$u vdravan- 
tiyamagnistomasdnia hrtvd pashvkdmo hyetena yajeta * . — “ But how can the text 
in question lay down an entirely new action ? ” — The answer to this is as 
follows : — What is declared in the text is that ‘ they proceed to the Avabhrtha 
with the smearings of the curdled milk offered to Vanina and with the 
Chaff’;— as a matter of fact, however, 'it is not possible for the Avabhrtha 
to be 4 proceeded' to ’ ; — hence the meaning is understood to be that ‘ with a 
view to performing the Avabhrtha with the smearings and the Chaff, they 
proceed to the water ’ ; this being analogous to such assertions as 1 with a 
view to making a cloth, they weave the yarns — the same idea might be 
said to be indicated indirectly (figuratively) ; like such assertions as ‘ those 
who knowing this proceed to the sattra ’ [where also * proceed ’ stands for 
‘ perform ■■ 

SUTRA (63). 

If rr is urged that “ it may be an act of Disposal ”, — that cannot 

BE ; BECAUSE OF THE PRESENCE OF ACTION. 

Bhasya . 

It might be argued that— “ Inasmuch as the smearing is only the 
remnant of what has been offered at another sacrifice, the * prof ceding to 
Avabhrtha ’ may be regarded as merely an act of Disposal 

That cannot be. — “ Why ? Because of the presence ofaction ; i.e. we find 

the substance spoken of as connected with a positive (fruitful) action, as is 
clear from the use of the Instrumental Ending (in 4 niskdsina ’) ; if it were a 
mere Disposal, this would have been signified by the use of the Accusative 
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Ending, because in that case, the substance, not tie action, would be the 
predominant factor as is found jn the case of the text ‘ Ghaivale hr&wvimnam 
prasyati ’ [‘Throws the Black Horn on the dust-heap ’]- 

Or ..the term [‘Karmasamyogdt ’ in the sutra] may be taken to mean connect- 
ion with action, through the term ‘ avabhrtha * ; if it were an act of Disposal, then 
the term ‘ avabhrtha ’ would be meaningless ; because the only purpose that 
this term could serve is to transfer the details of the Avabhrtha sacrifice ; — hut 
it is not possible to transfer the Details of a positive primary sacrifice to a 
mere Disposal ; as there is no similarity between the two. — In that case the 
only meaning possible would be ‘One disposes of the substance by the 
Avabhpha ’ ; — as a matter of fact, however, there is nothing that has been 
‘ disposed of ’ by the Avabhrtha, which could be transferred. 


Adhikabana ( 15 ) : The 1 TJ dayaniya-offering ’ out of the 
‘ Prayaniya-smmririgs 5 is a positive act by itself to 
which the 4 smearings ’ is subsidiary. 

SUTBA (64). 

[POrvapak§a (A)]— “The case op the Udayaniya also is to be 

TREATED LIKE THAT.” 



“ la coaneetioa with the Jyotistoma, we read — ‘ Out of the Prdyanlya- 
smearings one off era the Udayamya.” 

[The question being as before] — there is the following Purvapak ?a - 
“ As in the ease of the Avabhrtha, so here also, the smearings should be treated 
as the accessory detail ; as here also there is connection with a primary act of 
the name of Udayaniya, — in the text 4 out of the smearings of the Praya- 
mya one offers the Udayaniya ’ ; — -the Udayaniya however cannot be offered ; 
so here also, it is only the relationship (connection) that is laid down ; — the 
meaning being that * He makes up the offering material out of the smearings 
of the Prayaniya, for the purpose of performing the Udayaniya ’ ; — or it may 
be taken figuratively, as before. — Further, the presence of the Accusative 
Ending indicates the predominance of the action , and the Locative Ending in 
* niskdse ’ indicates the subordinate character of the smearings (ni^kSsa), If 
it were an act of Disposal, the action would be the subordinate and the smear- 
ings, the predominant factor ; and in that case the action would be connected 
with the Instrumental Ending and the smearings with the Accusative Ending, 
—‘The I/oeative is used also in connection with the predominant factor ; 
for instance, in such expressions as Svdgdre gavo vdsyantdm, pravarl 
kusumdni \ — Such is the case when the substance has been already known, 
from other sources, as the predominant factor ; in a case however where the 
matter is amenable to verbal authority only, the substance can be regarded as 
the subordinate factor ; because these endings are case-endings expressive 
of active agencies, and active agencies are subservient to actions, because they 
are .well-established entities, — and when entities already established are 
spoken of along with those to be accomplished, the former are subservient to 
the latter ; on the ground that they serve a visible purpose ; if whdt is to 
be accomplished were taken as subservient to a well-established entity, it would 
be necessary to assume a transcendental purpose served by it; — but while 
a visible purpose is possible, there can be no justification for assuming a 
transcendental purpose.” 



SUTRA (66). 

[SroDHSNTA] — As A MATT'S®. OF FAC ST, IT MUST BE A M3TO8LT FI 
ACT, — BECAUSE THE THIEGr IS AM AUXU.TABY, BEI2TG EHJOI1 
BY A TEEM EXrBKSSjDfG THAT IDEA ; LTKH THE ACT OF 

4 Shbaya^a 5 . 


As a matter of fact, ’tbs ; ‘ offering of the smearings * should be 
i positively fruitful act, — not as an act of * Disposal — “ Wf 


SUTRA (65). 

[PfruvA- PATTHA (B)] — “ 0B, IT MAY BE AS ACT OF DISPOSAL; AS THEBE 
IS HO C30HHECTI0H WITH THE ACMOH.” 


“ Or, the Udayamya may be regarded as an act of Disposal ; the smmrmgs 
being the subordinate factor. — Why so ? — -Because there is sao connection. 
with action ; i.e. the * smearings * has no connection with the Udayamya- 
offering ; in fact, the ‘smearings’ is connected with the Mirwpa c ojferimg? 
as is clear from the words * niskdse nirvapa&i ’. — * Inasmuch as the Udaya- 
nlya is the most important factor in the context, the right thing is to connect 
the smearings with that — Not so ; if it is connected with the predcaninant 
factor, then it remains incomplete, — as to what is it that the Udayamya 
does to the smearings. This information has to be supplied by the word 
‘ nirvapayitavyam ’ (‘should be offered’), the complete idea thus obtained 
being ‘ one offers the Udayamya'' ; and it has been already pointed out that 
the Udayanlya has no connection with the smearings. We are forced there- 
fore to adopt the construction which gives the sense that * for the purpose 
of performing the Udayamya one secures the offering-material in the smearings 
of the Prdyaniya \ The ‘smearings’ too is a remnant of the Prdymuya- 
offering ; in fact, the very, term ‘ niskdsa * (‘smearings’) is denotative of the 
remnant ; it stands for that substance which has been left smeared in the 
XJlchd- vessel ; — an act of * Disposal ’ consists in the using of the remnant for 
some other purpose ; and'sueh an act becomes a part and parcel of the main 
act, and as such, must have its connection with the main sacrifice duly per- 
. cewed — or inferred, if it is an indirectly helpful accessory; the Locative Endin g 
also has been found to be used in the sense of predominance. — -From all this 
it follows that the act in question is one of Disposal. — ‘ But even, so, it should 
be treated as the injunction of a distinct act, as in the ease of the Atabhsrtha ’. 
— It might be so, if the act had not been already enjoined (elsewhere) ; as a 
- matter of fact however, the Udayamya has been already enjoined in the text-— 
‘ Adityoh prayaTjtiyashcharvrbka mti aditya adayamyo diskdm pmjnd&yai' 
and it is recognised that it is for the performance of tins Udayamya that 
the ‘ smearings of the Praymmja ’ come to be offered. — From all this it follows 
that the text in question cannot be taken as the injunction of a distinct act.’ 


shabaka-bhIsya : 


BTidsya. 


2175 


ABHTlTA XI, SlDA H, ABJOKARAMA (15). 

Became the thing is an amMimy ; the * smearings ’ is an auxiliary to — a sub- 
sidiary detail of — the ‘offering 5 . — “How do you know that ?” — Because 
it has been joined by a term expressing that idea ; i.e. because it has 
been enjoined by a term — i.e. the Locative Ending — which is expressive 
of that idea -the Locative Ending is used in the sense of the receptacle ; and 
the receptacle of the action and the agencies conducive to that action is that 
which operates in the way of holding (containing) them ; hence it must be 
auxiliary (subservient) to - it. — As a matter of fact, the swearings cannot 
hold or contain anything ; the containing is done by the Dish — This case 
is to be taken as similar to that of the Cooking Pot ; the Cooking Pot contains 
the Bice and the Ground contains the Pot ; and yet the Pot does not cease to 
be the container. — It might be argued that the swearings do not render any 
visible help. — But the same may he said of the Cooking Pot also. — Then again, 
the offering-substances servo the useful purpose of accomplishing the Udaya- 
mya ; if then, these substances are embellished by the smearings, then the 
smmrings also serve a useful purpose. If, on the other hand, it is the smear- 
ings itself that is embellished, and no other purpose is served by it, then 
it would do nothing. — “ But that 'also has accomplished the Prayaniya 
offering, and the embellishment done for that purpose would certainly serve 
a useful purpose.” — -Not so ; because the embellishment of what is being used 
is superior to the embellishment of what has been used . 

Further, if this wore an embellishment of the smearings , and as such a part 
of the Pmyamiyaty — then this would militate against its proximity’ to the 
Udayamty®. — -From all this it follows that through its connection with the 
smearings , the act in question renders an invisible help to the offering- 
substances used at the Udayamya ; — as in die case of die * Shrayana ’ ; just as 
in the case of the declaration — ‘ Payasd mmirmarwmm shrinati , dhand- 
bMrhdriyojanam 5 — the act of * shrayana ’ renders help to the Soma-sacrifice. 


End of Pada ii of Adhyaya XI. 


ADHYAYA XI. 

PADA III. 

Adhik arana (1) i Such details as the Holding of the 
Platform ’ may he done at a time other than the 
time of the Principal Sacrifice . 

StJTRA (1). 

Inasmuch as subsidiaries are performed at the same time as the 
Principal, they may be performed at another time 

■WHEREVER THERE IS A DECLARATION TO THAT . EFFECT. 

BMsya. 

TTn.cl.er Sutra, 11. 2. 7, it has been explained that the subsidiaries are to 
be performed at the same time, at the same place and by the same performers 
as their Principals. This is what is recognised as to be don© everywhere. 
But wherever there is a declaration to that effect, they may be performed at 
another time ; i.e. wherever there is a declaration to that effect, they may be 
performed at another time, at another place and by other performers; 
e.g. (a) ‘ At the Darsha sacrifice, one makes the platform on the previous 
day \ (b) ‘They perform the Avabhrtha in water \ (c) at the Agni sacrifice, 
in the Sautrdmani, there are distinct sacrificial fees prescribed— in the form 
of a Mare (Badavd)—; which shows that the performer is different. 


Adhjkabajja (2) : The Adhana, i Fire-installation is to 

be performed * in common 

SUTRA (2). 

Inasmuch as the thing is brought about at a time other than 

THAT OF THE SACRIFICIAL PERFORMANCES, THE OPERATION 
SHOULD BE TAKEN AS APPERTAINING TO ALL ; AS IT 
HAS ITS OWN TIME. 

Bhasya. 

We find the Adhana, Fire-installation, laid down in the text — ‘The 
Brdhmana should install the Fire in spring, — the K?athriya in the summer, 
and the Vaishya in the autumn 5 ; — and it is an acknowledged fact that this 
Rite is for the purpose of performing sacrifices. — “ Why so ? ” — Because it 
has no result of its own j the use of the Fires installed lying in such actions 
as ‘the offering of oblations into the Ahavamya Fire’, ‘the Cooking of 
offering materials in the Odrhapatya Fire ’, ‘ the Cooking of the Anvdhdrya, 
etc. in the Dak^indgni Fire 

In regard to this, we proceed to consider the question — Is this Fire - 
installation to be done separately for the purposes of every sacrifice that one 
may be going to perform ? — Or should it be done once only ‘ in common for 

the purpose of all kinds' of sacrifices that one may have to perform- I#£s, 

Animal-sacrifices, Soma-sacrifices, and Da/rvihomas ? 

The only rational view (Siddhanta) is as follows : — Inasmuch as the 
thing — Fire — is brought about at a time other than that of the Sacrificial 
'Performance, — such, for instance, as ‘ spring \ ‘summer * and ‘ autumn — 
the operation , — of installation — should be taken as appertaining to all.- — •“ Why ?” 
— Because it has its own time ; the Fire-installation has its own distinct time, 
in the shape of spring and the rest ; and it has not been laid down as to be 
perfonned at the time of any particular sacrifice ; hence there can be no such 
d iserimination as that * the Installation is for the purposes of this sacrifice, 
pot for those of this other * ; and when there is no such discrimination possible, 
the only right conclusion is that the Installation should be regarded as 
‘ common ’ to all sacrifices. 

“There is this discrimination possible that the Fire-installation is for 
the purpose of that particular sacrifice which is the first to be performed 
after it.” 

Certainly this discrimination is possible ; but mere immediate sequence 
cannot be a reason (for connecting the one with the other) ; because, even if 
the Fire-installation were for the purposes of all sacrifices, its, performance 
must come before some one sacrifice, as simultaneity is not possible. So 
that ' immediate sequence to some one sacrifice* is a reason that would he 
applicable to both the conclusions— that ‘the Installation is for the pur- 
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poses of all sacrifices’ and that ‘it is for the purposes of the one sacrifice 
only ’ ; — and being equally applicable to both, it cannot be regarded as 
a sound reason. 

Then again, it is not with the Installation of Fire that sacrifices are begun ; 
in fact, they are begun with the Fetching of Fire ; in case they did begin with 
the Installation, then it might be regarded as the begi nn ing of that parti- 
cular sacrifice which would have been begun with it, — and not of any other 
sacrifice ; as the one sacrifice would have come in between the two (the Ins- 
tallation and the other sacrifices) ; — and with the finishing of that one 
sacrifice, the Installation also would come to an end,— -just like the 
Fetching. As a matter of fact, however, no sacrifice is begun with the Ins- 
tallation; as at the time of the Installation the time of the sacrifice has not, 
arrived ; all the texts laying down the sacrifices pertaining to times later than 
that of the Installation. 

“What is it then that is done by means of the Installation ?” 

The substance, in the shape of the particular Fire, is secured ; just as 
one would secure Iron or Gold, with the view that ‘when I have my own 
Iron or G0I4, I shall do with it anything that may present itself \ and then 
in time, he makes (out of the iron) the things he requires, such as the Axe 
and the like ; — similarly in the ease in question; the man secures the Fire 
with the view that ‘ when I have got my own Fire, I shall perform with it 
any sacrifice that may present itself’. There is no ground for making any 
such discrimination as that * it is for the purpose of this, and not for that 
of the other ’ ; and as a matter of fact, it is fit for being used for the purpose 
of all sacrifices. Hence it follows that the Installation is for the purpose 
of all sacrifices. 

Then again, these several kinds of sacrifices,' — Essential (compulsory). 
Prospective and Contingent , — have their respective times according to circum- 
stances;, all these have need of the Fire installed in the spring ; it is not 
possible, during any other season, to install the Fire ‘in the spring’ ; this 
‘ want of connection ’ (incongruity) would be there if the Installation were 
done separately for each particular sacrifice. If, on the other hand, the 
Installation is for the purposes of all sacrifices and hence ‘common’, then 
there is no such incongruity. — For this reason also the Installation should 
be * in common ’ for all sacrifices. 


Adhikarana (3) : In connection with the ‘ Agniswmya* 
and other sacrifices , the 4 Post 5 is $e£ wjp * in common ’ 

/or all. 

SUTRA (3). 

The Post also ; as it is not set up at the time of the sacrifice. 
BJiasya. 

In connection with the Jyotistoma, there are three animal-sacrifices 
— Agmsomiya, Savamya and Amibandhya ; — in connection with these, there 
is the Post, laid down in such texts as— ‘He ties the animal to the Post of 
Khadira-v?ood ‘He ties it to the Post of PaZas/wi-wood \ ‘ He ties it to the 
Post of Bohitaka- wood ’. 

In regard to this, we proceed to consider the question — Is the Post to be 
set up separately for the tying of each of the three Animals ? Or is it to be 
set up ‘in common’ for all ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows : — -“It should be set up separately ; — 
why ? — because in the Agnlsomlya, the Post is included by the declaration 
of its procedure ; so that, according to the General Law, it should have to be set 
up at the other two animal-sacrifices also ; because the declarations of pro- 
cedure are complete with each particular sacrifice, and hence indicate the 
setting up of the Post separately for each such sacrifice. Consequently, the 
Post should be set up separately.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta : — The Post also should 
be set up ‘ in common’, — because it is not set up at the time of the sacrifice * 
as a matter of fact, the Post is not set up at the time of the performance 
of the animal-sacrifice ; it is set up at a different time, as laid down in the 
text- — ‘He cuts out the Post during the Initiations, or after the purchase 
of the 8oma\ When it is set up at that time, there is no reason for making 
any discrimination, such as — ‘ it is for the tying of this animal, not for that ’ ; 
while it is possible for all the three animals to he tied to it. Hence it should 
be regarded as serving the purposes of all the three animals. 

SUTRA (4)^ 

Also thebe is a text indicating that there is only one Post. 

Bhdsya. 

There' is a text which shows that there is only one Post pertaining in 
common to all the three animals in connection with the Savaniya animal, it 

j 8 gaid ‘ Trivrtd yupam parimya \ which lays down the encircling of the 

Post with a threefold thread ; — if there were several Posts, then, inasmuch 
as the previous Post will have served its purpose (in connection with the first 
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sacrifice of the ^5?omit/a),-the said Post would come into the second 
(Savamya) animal, under the General Law, and there would be no need for 
separately laying down the ‘encircling with the threefold thread’. If, 
' on the other hand, the Post is common to all the three, then its embellishments 

also would be‘common’,so that the ‘encircling’ done in connection with the 

Agm?ormya animal would have served its purpose in that connection, and that 
same ‘encircling’ would not be admissible at the Savamya; consequently 
. it becomes necessary to enjoin it ; and this is what is done.— For this reason 
also the Post is ‘ common ’. 


Adhekarafta (4) : The Embellishments of the Post are 
performed 1 in common \ 

SUTRA (5). 

[Pobvapahsa] — " The Embellishments however should be 

REPEATED ; BECAUSE THEY ARE DONE AT THE TIME OF 
ITS USE.” 



There are certain embellishments of the Post done in course of the per- 
formance of the animal -sacrifices, —such as, Besprinkling, Anointing, Setting - 
up, and Encircling. 

In regard to these, we proceed to consider the question— Are these em- 
bellishments to be done separately with each of the animals ? or ‘ in common ’ ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows “ The embellishments— of the Postr- 
shouM be repeated,— and they should not be treated as to be done once only 
‘ in oosmnon % like the Post itself.— Why so 1— Became they are done at the time 
of its use ; the ‘ use * is the tying of the animal ; and it is at the time of this 
Tying that the embellishments in question are done ;— and there is this 
ground for the differentiation that the embellishments are for the purpose of 
that animal, at the time of whose tying they have been done ; and as the time 
for the other two animals has not yet arrived, the embellishments could not 
be performed for the sake of the latter two animals.— From this it follows 
that the embellishments should be repeated (with each animal), just like 
the ‘ Sammarjana ’ of the Fire.” 

SUTRA (6). 

[SXDDHANTA]— As A MATTER OF FACT, THEY HAVE THEIR OWN TIME, AS 

THEY HAVE THE POST FOR THEIR OBJECTIVE ; AND THEY HAVE 
BEEN ENJOINED FOR THE POST ; IN TEE CASE OF ALL 
THINGS, ANOTHER TIME IS ADOPTED ONLY 
WHEN THERE IS A DECLARATION 
TO THAT EFFECT. 

BM§ya. 

The embellishments would truly have to be repeated if they were per- 
formed at the time of use. As a matter of fact however, they have their own 
time, no. they are performed at the time of the Initiation.— How do you know 
this ?— Because they ham the Post for their objective ; the embellishments are not 
meant for bringing about the use, it is the Pom that is brought about by them ; 
and it is the Pom that is for the purpose of the use. This Post has to be brought 
about at the time of the Initiations, according to the text — ' One cuts out 
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the Post during thp Initiations ’ ; — and it is by means of the embellishments 
that the Post is brought about or prepared ; — hence the embellishments are 
to be performed at- the time of the Initiations. 

* “It is only the cutting of the Post, not the making of it, that has been 
declared as to be done during the Initiations .” 

Answer — There is no worldly object named ‘ Post of which the cutting 
is laid down in the -text ; hence what we learn from the text is that ‘ by the acts 
of cutting and the rest one makes the Post, during the Initiations ’ ; — the 
‘cutting,’ alone has been mentioned because it is the principal act in the 
process of Post-making, — and it has been mentioned only by way of indica- 
tion; that it is so is clear from the fact that mere v cutting’ does not make 
the thing a ‘ Post 

Such being the case, it is clear that the embellishments are done during 
the time of the Initiations. 

'In the case of aU things it is only when there is a declaration to that effect, 
that another time is adopted ; as for instance, in the case of such declarations as 
‘ After the offering to Agni-Maruts, they perform the Anuydjas ’. 

From all this it follows that like the Post itself, its embellishments 
also should be regarded as ‘common’. 


There is another explanation of the expression ‘ Yupakarmntvdt ’ (in the 
Sutra ) : — The embellishments of cutting, etc. form part of the process of 
making the Post ; i.e. it is the Post that is made by the process of Planing 
and the rest, just as the ‘ Samrdt ’ (supreme sovereign) is brought about by 
the Vdjapeya sacrifice ; — hence if the Post has been made once, if it is made 
again, such making would be useless ; hence there should be no repetition 
(of the act of Post-making), 

“If this be so, then the same Post would have to be used at the Nirudha- 
Pashu-sacrifice also.” 

Yes, that would be so, if there had been no prohibition of the sacrifice 
by the term ‘ niri§ti ’ ; there is, however, that prohibition; hence it is not so; 
just as another action is not done with'the Kusha-grass that has been used 
already at one action. 


Or the term ‘ Yupakarmatvdi ’ may mean that the sacrifice for which 
the Post had been made having been finished, the Post also has become 
finished, eorae to an end. 

SUTRA (7). 

There is -a text which shows that there is a single measurement. 

Bha$ya. 

There is the text dedaring — * Having encircled the Post with the three* 
fold thread, one sacrifices the Savaniya animal * ; which mentions the details 
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connected with -the Post beginning with the ‘ encircling ’ ; this allows that the 
Post is fixed up in the pit only once for all ; if it were not so, it would have 
begun with ‘Besprinkling’ which is the most important detail. — It might 
be argued that “ it has been so mentioned with a view to immediate sequence ”. 
— But that cannot be so; as the sequence is already fixed by what is done 
at. the archetype. 

From this also it follows that the embellishments are ‘common’.' 


Adhikarana (5) : The i Svaru 5 is common to the three 

Animals . 



There is the Svaru, mentioned in the text * Yupasya svarum karoti ’ 
[‘He makes the Svaru of the Post’]. 

In regard to this, there is the question — Is this Svaru one only, common 
to all the Animals ? Or should it be separate, one for each of the animals ? — 
[When the Post is being hewn out, the piece of wood that falls out first is 
used as the Svaru — says the Bhasya at the end of Sutra 9]. 

The Purvapaksa is as follows : — 

SUTRA (8). 

[PtIrvapaksa] — “ The ‘Svaru’ should be complete with each 

PERFORMANCE ; AS IT HAS NO TIME OF ITS OWN.” 

Bhasya. 

“The Svaru should be regarded as complete with each performance, 
as it has no time of its own ; as a matter of fact, .there is no particular time 
laid down for the making of the Svaru; whichever Svaru one takes up at 
the time of a sacrificial performance,— in accordance with the declaration 
* One anoints the Animal with the Svaru or the Svadhiti \ — for the purpose 
of anointing a particular animal, that Svaru is regarded as being for the 
puiposes of that Animal-sacrifice ; this the differentiating feature that we 
perceive ; hence it follows that there is a different Svaru in connection with 
each of the three animals. — * There is the text declaring that one makes the 
Svaru of the Post , which means that there a definite time for the making 
of the Svaru \ — It is not so; this making also falls within the scope of the 
performance of the sacrifice [and the time cannot refer to the Svaru by itself], 
— Then again, the term ‘ Svaru ’ in the text ‘ makes the Svaru* stands for 
the use of the Svaru; hence what the text means is that e one makes 
use of the Svaru % — because it is not known what the Svaru is, while 
it is wellrknown that the use of the Svaru lies in anointing the An im al,— 
‘ But we find a text laying down the Disposal of the Svaru at the end of the 
sacrifice — On the completion of the Soma-sacrifice, one offers away the grass- 
bedding, as also the Svaru for the purpose of securing harmlessness for the sacri- 
fice \ — True, there is this Disposal of the Svaru; but that is for Svaru in 
general, not for any particular Smm. — Under these circumstances, there 
is a doubt as to whether the Svaru that appears at the end of the Soma- 
sacrifice is the same that had been taken up at the A^i-fomi^-aniimil- 
sacrifice and which had since been used ‘in common* in connection with the 
other two animals, — -or it is the one that has come at the time of the Amiban- 
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dhyd tinder the General Rule ?-=-W,hen there is this doubt, t^e right view is 
that what appears at the end of the Soma-sacrifice is that which comes in 
at the time of the Anubandhya, — and not that which had been used ‘in 
common ’• — Why so ? — Because of the reason stated in the Sutra. — Further, 
the mere appearance of a certain thing does not prove anything ; such appear- 
ance being assumed wherever possible. Hence the appearance of the Svaru 
would be of that one which came in at the time of the Anubandhya, — just 
as the appearance of the ‘ grass-bedding ’ is of that which came in at the time 
of the Anubcmdhya.” 

SUTRA. (9). 

[Siddhanta]— In fact, it should be common; as that also is 

COMMON IN THE WAKE WHEREOF THE SVARU COMES IN.' 

Bhasya. 

It is not right that the Svwu should vary with each performance ; 
in fact, it should, be corrmcm. — -Why ? — The Post, in the wake whereof the 
Svaru comes in, is common to all the animals ; and because the Post is * com- 
mon ’, it is only right that the Svaru also should be ‘ common 1 ; — just as one 
and the same Post is common to all the animals, so the Svaru also should 
be common to all, specially as we do not perceive any peculiarity whereby 
it could be connected with any one of them only. 

Objection — “The view just set forth is not right. In the case of the 
Post, it is right that it should be held to be ‘ common because there is the 
declaration of the ‘anticipation ’ of subsidiaries, and hence no grounds for differ- 
entiation are perceptible ; in regard to the Svaru, however, there is no declara- 
tion, of its ‘ anticipation % on the basis of which, the non-perception of grounds 
for differentiation would indicate its ‘ common ’ character. — As for the sentence 
l Yupasya s-tiarum Tcaroti this falls within the scope of the Performance ; 
the meaning being that ‘when one takes up a thing for using as Svaru 
in the anointing, he does so out of the Po st ’ ; — the fact of one thing being 
‘ common ’ does not necessarily prove that another thing is also ‘common’ - 
because out of one and the same Post, there may be many pieces ; — further, 
those details which come into the Performance by virtue of the General Law, 
being different, bring into the performance their own auxiliaries, in connection, 
with each performance separately ; because differentiating peculiarities are 
perceptible ; hence there must be diversity (among the Svante).” 

Answer — Though there is no direct declaration of the ‘ anticipation ’ 
of the Svaru, — nor does the ‘ anticipation ’ of one thing mean the ‘ anticipati on ’ 
of another, — yet what has been asserted is not right ; as What has been assert- 
ed is right only in a case where the two things are not related to one another, 
—not in a case where they are related ; in the case in question (for instance), 
the Piece of wood (Svpru) comes out of the Post ; and hence its ‘anticipation ’ 
naturally follows from the ‘ anticipation ’ of the Post ; hence wherever the 
Post is, the Svaru also is there. 

49 
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As for the statement that “the text '’Yu'pasya svarum karoti * is connected 
with what falls within the scope of the performance ”, — this also is not right ; 
in connection with every object, there are two points of time, — one at which 
it is brought in, and the other when what has been brought in is used ; — 
when an object has got to be brought in for the purposes of a performance, 
— this performance is never taken up until that object has been brought in ; 
'for instance, it never happens that before bringing in the Vrthi-com, one 
begins the performance of the sacrifice and then begins to look for the Vrihi- 
com ; if one were to do this, there would be no performance at all. — As for 
the Svaru, it is produced out of the Post when this latter is being hewn out ; 
hence wherever there is this hewing, the Svaru (piece of wood) also is there. 
— As for the argument that there may be many Svarus out of a single Post, 
— this would be so if one did not take up that particular piece which came out 
first ; as a matter of fact, however, it has been laid down that the piece of wood 
taken up as Svaru should be the one that comes out first ; hence in view of 
the declaration that when the Post is being hewn out, the piece of wood that 
falls out first should be used as the Svaru,- — as there cannot be more than 
one such piece, — it is not possible that there should be many Svarus out of 
a single Post. 

SOTRA (10). 

Also because its ‘disposal’ is pound to appear at the end op 

THE. SoMA-SACRmCE. 

Bhdsya. 

In the text — ‘ On the completion of the Soma-sacrifice , one offers away 
the grass-bedding, as also the Svaru, in order to secure harmlessness for the 
sacrifice -the ‘Disposal’ of the Svaru is found mentioned as coming at the 
end of the Soma-sacrifice ; and this is possible only if it is ‘ common ’ to all 
the animals ; if it appertained to each of the animals separately, then the said 
disposal would come in at the end of the Agni-gormya * — From this also it 
follows that the Svaru is ‘ common ’ (to all the three animals). 

SUTRA (11). 

[Objection] — “ But the time mentioned may pertain to thtc ‘Svaru ’ 

ITSELF, AS TO THE PrASTARA.” 

Bhdsya,. 

This argument that had been brought forward before has got to be 
refuted — [This refutation follows in the next &«&ra.3 — 
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SUTRA (12). 


That is hot so ; because this itself is the originative injunction 
in the case of the Prastara, it is so because of the 

DIRECT DECLARATION. * 


The offering of the Svaru that i§ spoken of is not that of the Svaru 
coming in. at the time of the Anubandhjya. — Why ’—Because the sentence 
quoted is itself the originative injunction of the offering—' At the completion of 
the Soma-sacrifice one offers away the grass-bedding and also the Svaru, for 
securing harmlessness for the sacrifice ’ ; from this it appears, on the basis of 
the order of sequence, that the ■ offering 3 is to be of that Svaru which came in at 
the time of the Agni-somiya animal. — Now if this Svaru were common, then, it 
would be right for it to be mentioned as to be treated in a particular manner 
by being offered into the Fire, at the end, after all that had to bedone with it 
had been finished in connection with all the three animals. If, on the other 
hand, it were .different with each of the animals, then the said disposal 
should have appeared at the end of the Agm-§omiya-offering (the very first of 
the three).-—" Why cannot we take the text to mean that * the Disposal, 
which became due at the end of the Agni-scmnya-offermg, should come at the 
end of the Soma-sacrifice ’ ? ' That cannot be ; as in that case, two distinct 

peculiarities of the offering would be laid down by the text — (1) offering 
into the Fire, and (2) that at the ©ad of the Soma-sacrifice ; — this would in- 
volve a syntactical split ; — hence such cannot be the meaning of tire text. — As 
for the argument that "it would be as in the case of the Prastara ”, — our 
answer is that in the case of the Prastara, it is so, because of the Direct Declaration -, 
the offering of the Prastara has been definitely laid down in connection with the 
Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices — ‘ One offers the Prastara with the Ashirmantras ’ : 
and thence, -under the General Law, it becomes admissible in the case of 
each Animal ; consequently it is only right that it should be found to be spoken 
of as appearing at the time of the Anubandhya. animal. — Such however is 
not the case with the offering of the Svaru, Hence there can be no analogy 
between the two bases. 


| 



Adhik ARANA (6) : At the 4 Dvddashaha \ the 4 Throwing 
away of the Black Horn 5 should be done 
on the Last Day . 

Bhasya. 



In connection with the Jyotlstoma, among the observances of the 
Initiated sacrificer, it is laid down that ‘He scratches the body with the Black 
Horn ’ ; — and in regard to the same Black Horn, it is again Mid down that 
‘After the fees have been taken away, he throws the Black Horn into the 
Ghatvdla % — Both these (using of the Black Horn audits being thrown .away) 
become admissible, under the General Law, at the Dvddashaha (which has 
the Jyotlstoma for its archetype). 

Regarding this we proceed to consider the question — May, this Throwing 
away of the Black Horn be done either on the first or on the last day (option- 
ally) ? Or must it be done on the last day only ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows : — 


SUTRA (13). 


[Pt?RVAPAK§A] — “ AS REGARDS THE THROWING AWAY OP THE BLACK 

Horn at the Ahargana-saorcttcb, it may be done optionally 

EITHER ON THE FlRST OR ON THE LAST DAY, AS THERE IS 
INCOMPATIBILITY OP DETAILS.” 


Bhasya. 


“There should be option, — the Throwing Away being done either 
on the First or on the Last Day.— “ Why ? ” — Because there^is incompatibility 
of details ; — if the Throwing Away were done on the First Day, then there 
could be no * scratching with Black Horn ’ on the subsequent days, though 
this ‘ scratching 5 is one of those details which have got to be performed on 
those days before the carrying away of the fees ; — on the other hand, if the 
Throwing Away were done on the Last Day, then, on the preceding days, 
there could be no ^ scratching by the Hand ’, which is one of the details to be 
performed on those days after the carrying away of the Fees — [as the Horn 
would be there in the hand] ■■thus in both cases there is inconvpatibiMty 
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2189 


ADHYAYA XI, PAD A HI, ADHIKARANA (6). 

SUTRA (14). 

[SiddhInta] — The Horn must be there [on all days], as there are 
‘ Morning -Extractions ’ in the middle ; the use of the 
Hand has not been declared ; specially because 

HAYING BEEN ENJOINED, IT HAS BEEN 
ALREADY IN USE. 

Bhasyct. . 

It is not right that there should be Option ; as a matter of fact, the Horn 
must be there on all days ; i.e. ‘scratching with the Horn* should be a fixture 
throughout the Ahargana- sacrifices, and its ‘Throwing away ’..should be done 
only on the. Last Day. — “Why?” — Because there are ‘ morning -extractions ’ 
in the middle ; i.e. in course of the Ahargana, there are several ‘ Morning-Extrac- 
tions ’, and by adopting the Horn at all, the accessory detail of ‘scratching 
with the Horn’ would be preserved at all of them. 

“At the other two (Midday and Afternoon) Extractions, the accessory 
detail is ‘scratching with the Hand’, and this would be set aside (by the 
retaining of the Horn).” 

This does not affect the case, it islnowhere declared that ‘the scratch- 
ing should be done with the Hand ’ ; wherever this scratching is done with 
the Hand, it is only because of the needs of the situation, the hand being the 
nearest thing available ; and what is prompted by the needs of a situation 
cannot form the subject of an Injunction. 

“ Even so, at the later two extractions, it is the Hand that should be 
recognised as to be used, by reason of its being the nearest thing available.” 

Our answer to this is as follows — Because, having been enjoined, it 
has been already in use ; i.e. the ‘scratching’ having been laid down as to be 
done at the end of the ‘ Morning-Extraction *, at the other two extractions 
also it is ‘ scratching with the Horn ’ that should come in, because it has been 
already in use ; and when a thing has been in use, its abandoning wifi be con- 
trary to sound practice. — “ How is it then that it is abandoned at the Arche- 
type ? ” — Because at that time the Horn is not there.—" Why is not another 
Horn brought infor the purposes of scratching ” ? — The previous Horn has been 
thrown away in order to relieve the sacrificer of the trouble of holding it ; 
if, then, another Horn were to be brought in, the Holding of that could only 
be for a transcendental purpose, and such a transcendental purpose will 
thus have to be assumed. — In the case in question, however, the Horn has 
to be held at the later. ‘Morning-Extraction’, and it being there, there is no 
reason why it should be abandoned. — Thus then, on the first day, after the 
carrying awav of the fees, the scratching should have to be done with the 
Horn itself. 


Adhikarana (7) : At the 4 Rdjamya \ speech should be 
given vent to when the * offerings-maker 5 has been 
called for the last time. 

SUTRA (15). 

SO ALSO, AT THE SACRIFICE WHERE SEVERAL GRAIN-SEEDS ARE USED, THE 
‘ GIVING VENT TO SPEECH 5 SHOULD BE DONE WITH THE (LAST) 
CALLING OF THE * OFFERING-MAKER \ 

Bhdsya. 

In connection, with the Rajasuya, there is a sacrifice at which several 
kinds of grain are used— such as — ‘ Agnaye grhapataye ashundmastakapalam 
nirvapU, Somdya vanaspataye shydmdkam charum , Savitre prasavitre sail - 
ndriamastakapdlam — Then again, it has been explained under Su. 5-2-13 
that at the sacrifice with several kinds of grain, only one mortar is to be used ; 
for this reason, the threshing of the various kinds of grain has to be done 
separately, one after the other. — In connection with the Archetypal sacrifice, 
it has been declared that — -‘When going to fetch water, he stops speaking, 
which h© gives vent to along with the offerings-maker where the term 5 offer- 
ings -maker ’ stands for the time (at which the offerings-maker is called), 
as explained under Sutras 3-2-5 and 6. — At the sacrifice in question, there 
are several points of time at which the ‘offerings-maker’ is called. 

On this point therefore there arises the same. question as in the preceding 
Adhikaramx — May the ‘ giving vent to speech ’ be done optionally either at 
the Last or the First calling of the ' offerings-maker ’ ? Or must it be done 
at the Last only ? 

Here also the PurvapaJcga is the same as before — that is, if ‘ the giving 
vent to speech ’ were done at the first calling, then the condition of ‘ no speech 
would be absent at those rites that are performed before the calling of the* 
offCrings-niaker ; while if it is done at the last calling, then the condition of 
‘ speaking’ would be absent at those rites that are performed after the calling’ 
of the offerings-maker. [Hence on account of this * incompatibility of details 
there should be Option.] I 

■The Siddhdnta also is the same as before : Speaking has not been enjoin- 
ed : and when 1 no speech’ has been enjoined, as it has been observed already 
[it should be observed till the last occasion, i.e. the last calling of the offerings- 
maker]. ' 

This Adhikarana is only by way of transferring the conclusions on one 
topic to another topic. A - 



Adhikabana (8) : At the ‘ Agmsomlya % speech should be 

given vent to on the occasion of calling the offerings- 
maker in connection with the Cake-offering. • 

SUTRA (16). 

The sabo! rule holds good regarding that Animal-sacrifice which 

IS ACCOMPANIED BY THE CARE. 

Bhasya. 

At the Agnisomlya-animal sacrifice, there is an offering of the animal, and 
also of the Cake ; in connection with the former, the procedure adopted i$ 
that of the Animal-offerings, and in connection with the latter, that of the 
Cake-offerings. 

In regard to this also there is the same question — Is the ‘giving vent 
to speech ’ to be done at * the calling of the offerings-maker ’ in connection with 
the Animal-offerings ? Qr at that in connection with the Cake-offerings ? 

The Purvapaksa and Siddhanta of the preceding Adhikaranas have 
to be applied here also. 

This Adhikararia also is only by way of transferring the conclusions 
on one topic to another topic. 

Objection — “At the Animal-offerings, there is no offerings-^rmk&r at all, 
—this person being needed only in connection with vegetarian 'offerings”. 

Answer — This discussion is a hypothetical one, raised on the assumption 
that inhere is an offerings-maker in the case of all offerings. 


Adhikarana (9) : At the 1 Agnichayana ’ ( Erecting of the 
Fire-altar), the i Agni-vimoka 9 (Disconnection of the 
Fire) should be done at the completion of 
the Main Sacrifice. 



In connection with the Agni (Fire-altar) we read — ‘ Agnim yunajmi 
shavasd ghrtena — -with this mantra he pours the oblations, and thereby 
connects the Fire itself’ [where the ‘connecting’ of the Fire is laid down] ; — 
and again ‘ Imam stanam madhumantam dhayayam, — with this mantra 
he pours the oblation of Agni-vimoka (Fire-disconnection)’ [where the ‘dis- 
connecting’ of Fire is laid down]. 

In regard to this the question going to be considered is — Is the * connect- 
ing of the Fire’ for tire purposes of the Main as well as the Subsidiary Sacri- 
fices, arid hence the ‘diseonneetihg’, should be done at the end of all these 
sacrifices ? Or is the ‘ connecting ’ fopthe purposes of the Main Sacrifice only, 
and hence the ‘disconnecting’ should be done at the end of the Main 
Sacrifice ? 

STJTRA (17). 

[POrvapaksa] — “ The 4 correcting of the ..Eire ’ done at the time 
of Soma should be taken as being for the purposes of 
the Main along with the Subsidiary Sacrifices, 

BECAUSE EVERY EMBELLISHED ACTION SERVES THE 
PURPOSES OF ALL * CONSEQUENTLY THE ‘ DISCON- 
NECTING ’ SHOULD BE DONE AT THE END 
OF ALL.” 

Bhasya. 

“The ’connecting’ is for the purposes of the Main as well as the 
Subsidiary Sacrifices ; hence the * disconnecting ’ should be done at the end of 
all these. — Why so ? — Because the following declaration is without reference 
to any particular sacrifice— -‘ Agnim yunajmi shavasd ghrtena — with this 
mantra one pours the oblation and thereby connects the Tiro itself’ ; and 
there is no such declaration as that this ‘ connecting’ is done for the purpose 
? of this or that sacrifice ; whence it follows that it is for the purpose of all 
sacrifices without any distinction. — Further, it is in the Fire thus ‘ connected ’ 
that all the Subsidiary and Main Sacrifices are offered ; for tins reason also 
it should be taken as being for the purpose of all. This is what has been 
explained under Sutra 3. 7. 2. — Thus then, inasmuch as the ‘ connecting ’ is for 
the purpose of all sacrifices, the ‘ disconnecting ’ should be done at the end of 
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all ; as it is only at the end of all that the purposes of the ‘ connecting ’ are 
fulfilled, and ‘disconnecting’ represents the complete fulfilment of the 
purposes of the ‘ connecting V* 

SUTRA (18). 

{SiddhInta]— In fact, it should be done at the end of the Main 
Sacrifice, as it is for the purpose of that. 

Bhasya. 

The ‘ disconnecting ’ should net be done at the end of all the sacrifices ; 
it should he done at the end of the Main Sacrifice only ; because the ‘ connect- 
ing’ is found to be spoken of in connection with the Main Sacrifice, in the 
text — ‘ Pahchabhiryunakti pdhkto yajno ydvdneva yafhastamdlabhate \ from 
which we learn that the ‘connecting’ is done for the purpose of accom- 
plishing the sacrifice. From this it follows that the ‘ connecting "is for the 
purposes of the Main Sacrifice.— If the ‘connecting ’ is for the purposes 
■of the Main Sacrifice, then it is at the end of the Main Sacrifice that the pur- 
poses of the ‘connecting’ become fulfilled ; hence it is then that the ‘ Dis- 
connecting ’ should he done. — As for the injunction without reference to any 
particular sacrifice, it comes to be regarded as serving the purpose of a parti- 
cular sacrifice (the Main one) by becoming joined to a particular sacrifice. 

[According to the Vartika, what is stated in Su. 17 is the Siddhdnta and the 
view set forth in Su. 18 is the Purvapaksa.} 

‘SUTRA (19). 

Similarly in connection with the Avabhrtha, there would be 

NEGATION OF THE PURPOSE OF THE MAIN SACRIFICE, — AS THE 
PURPOSE WILL HAVE BEEN ALREADY ACCOMPLISHED. 

Bhasya . 

It being as described above, it would be right that there should be 
negation, in connection with 'the Avabhrtha, of the appointment of the Arqeya 
and the appointment of the Hotr, — as is done in the text ‘ One does not appoint 
the Hotr, nor the Arseya\ as has been laid down quite in accordance with 
reason. Because the appointment of the Hotr has been done for the sake of 
the Somarsacrifice, in accordance with the text—* When one appoints the 
Hotr, he appoints the Jagati \ 

In the absence of the principle of the above Siddhdnta (Su. 18), this 
appointment of the Hotr would be taken as being for the purpose of the Sub- 
sidiary as well as the Main Sacrifices ; and as such, it would have to be done 
at the Awibhriha also. As a matter of fact however, the appointment of the 
Hotr, which is related to the Archetype, does not come in at all, as its purpose 
has. been already accomplished ; hence the said negation would be altogether 


uncalled for. — In accordance with the principle of. the Siddhdnta (Su. 18} 
however, that also is for the sake of the Main Sacrifice itself ; and in that 
case also there is connection with the sacrifice, as described in the passage, 
4 yadvrtd, etc. ’. — If it is for the purpose of the Main Sacrifice, then at the end 
of this, latter, its purpose having been accomplished, the appointment of the 
Hotr becomes admissible at the Avabhrtha ; hence it becomes necessary to 
lay down its negation, and this is actually laid down. — Thus then, the 4 con- 
necting’ being for the sake of the Main Sacrifice, there should be 4 discon- 
necting at the end of the same. 


SUTRA (20). 

At the Ahargana, it should be done every day ; as it is 

EOR THAT PURPOSE. 

Bhasya. 

At the Ahargaim, in connection with the Dvadashdha , there are 4 connect- 
ing ’ and * disconnecting ’ dvery day, as is clearly shown by the text — 4 Sa 
vd aharaharyunakti aharaharvimunchati’. This declaration has some sense 
only if the ‘connecting’ is for the purpose of the Main Sacrifice ; otherwise, 
the ‘connecting’ would be done on the first day only, and the ‘disconnecting’ 
would be done on the last day only ; as it is only then that all would have been 
completed. 




!■!■ 


Adhikarana ( 10 ): The c Inviting of the Subrahmanyd', 

which is done at the time of the ‘ Upasads', should 
be done separately with each of the ‘ Days ’ 
of the Dvadashaha. 

Bhasya. 

In eonneetion with the Dvadashaha sacrifice, there is ‘ Inviting of the 
Subrahmanyd ’ done at the time of the Upasads ; in regard to this we proceed 
to consider the question— Is this ‘Inviting’ to be done separately or ‘in 
common 5 ? 

The apparent view being that as each of the ‘Days’ is a distinct act by 
itself, the ‘Inviting’ should be done separately with each, — as against this, 
we have the following Purvapaksa. 


SUTRA (21). 


[Purvapaksa] — “The Sdbrahmanya should be ‘in common 

BECAUSE IT HAS A DIFFERENT TIME OF ITS OWN, LIKE THE 

Initiation.” 


“ The Subrahmanyd should be done ‘ m common ’ ; — why ?~— because it has 
a different time of its. own ; as a matter of fact, it is done at a time other than 
that of the sacrificial performance ; and no differentiating peculiarity is per- 
ceived ; and when no such peculiarity is perceptible, the only right course is 
that it should be done ‘ in common ’ ;—Uhe the Initiation ; just as the Initia- 
tion, having a distinct time of its own, is done ‘in common’, so should be 
the Subrahmanyd also.” 

SUTRA (22). 

[SlDDHiNTA] — T hat which is done at that same time should be 

REPEATED ; BECAUSE OF THE PECULIAR RELATIONSHIP THAT 
IT BEARS TO THE PERFORMANCE. 

Bha$ya. 

In fact, that ‘ Subrahmanyd ’ which is done at that same time, in course 
of the same Dvadashaha, should be repeated. — Why ? — Because it bears a pecu- 
liar relationship to the Performance ; as shown by the words ‘ Adya sutydm 
dgachchka ’ [‘Come to the Sutyd to-day’] (which are addressed to the Subrah- 
manyd); — where it is clearly said ‘to-day’, and it cannot mean either to- 
morrow or the day after . Then again, the words (of calling) have to be 
addressed in accordance with what is done at the Archetype. Hence the 


2196 


SHABARA-BHASYA : 


SUTRA (23). 

“ It is not part of the Performance ”, — if this is urged [then, 
the answer is as given in the next Sutra]. 

Bhdsya. 

Says the Opponent — “If it is your view that, ‘on account of the specific 
mention of to-day , there should be repetition \ — then, this is not right ; — 
why ? — because the mention of * to-day ’ is nbt part of the Performance ; in 
fact, no significance attaches to the term, as at the Archetype there is only one 
‘ day ’ ; hence the connection of ‘ to-day ’ is only a settled fact ; consequently, 
not forming part of the performance, it comes into the sacrifice in question 
(Dvddashaha) only by virtue of the General Law; so that the words ( Adya 
sutydm dgachchha'' [‘Gome to the Sutyd to-day ’) means nothing more than 
‘ dome to the Sutyd ’ ; and the character of ‘ Sutyd’ belongs equally to all 
the ‘Days’. Hence the ‘Inviting’ in question should be ‘common’.” 

SUTRA (24). 

It should be (separate), because of the indication of the Per- 
formance ; AS IN THE CASE OF DIFFERENCE OF ‘ PERFORMERS \ 



There should be separate performances (of the Inviting) ; even though 
what is signified by the term ‘ to-day ’ may not be intended to be emphasised, 
yet when the act is done on a certain day, it can help only that Main Sacrifice 
which is performed on that-same day, not any that may be performed on 
another day ; — as in the case of the difference of Performers ; in the case of the 
declaration — ‘The Adkvaryu keeps the eight offerings on the northern plat- 
form, and the Pratiprasthatr keeps on the southern one that which is going 
to be offered to the Mv/rutsf— those details that are performed in connection 
with the northern platform do not render any help to ‘what is going to be 
offered to the Maruts ’, — because of the difference in place : and just as these 
do not help, on account of the difference of place, so in the case in question, 
thb ‘ Inviting ’ would not help anything that is done at another time, — on 
account of the difference of time. 

SUTRA (25). 

IF IT IS ARGUED THAT — “ INASMUCH AS THE DEITY REMAINS * INVITED ’ 
[THERE NEED BE NO REPETITION] AS IN THE CASE OF THE 

Fire ”, — then the answer is that it ends with 

EACH ACT, BEING MEANT FOR THAT. 

Bhdsya. . 

The following argument might be put forward— “ The deity ( Subrah - 
manyd) that has been ‘invited’ on one day becomes ‘embellished’ by that 



invitation ; — the deity concerned is one only ; — hence another ‘ invitation > 
of these would be ehtirely useless ; — as in the case of the Fire ; when the Fire 
has become ‘ embellished 9 by one performance of the ‘ Installation \ it is 
not embellished over again, in connection with any act.” 

This is not right ; because each act is complete in itself, so that the ‘ Inviting ’ 
serves the purposes of that Performance during which it has been done; 
and the ‘ invitation 9 comes to an end at the end of that Performance ; just as 
in the case of the Besprinkling of Fire and other embellishments performed 
at the time of the Sutya . — Hence the conclusion is that the ‘ Inviting 9 should 
be repeated. 

SUTRA (26), 

It should be l ike the Flre 9 , — if this is urged [then the answer 
is as in the next Sutra], 


Says the Opponent— “It has been argued by us that — * just as in the 
case of the Installation of Fire, the Installation is common to all performances, 
so should it be in this case also ’. What is the answer to that ? 99 
This Sutra is meant only to reiterate a former argument. 


SUTRA (27). 

Not so ; because it forms part of the Performance. 


Bhdsya. 

The case of the ‘ Invitation 9 is not analogous to that of the ‘ Fire-installa- 
tion 9 ; because the ‘ Fire-installation 9 has its own time ; it is done at its own 
time (independently of the performance of any particular sacrifice) ; hence 
we do not perceive any peculiarity in it (whereby it could be related to any 
particular sacrifice). The ‘ inviting 9 in question, however, is done at the time 
of the performance (of the Dvadashdha) ; hence we perceive in this the 
peculiarity that it must be for the purpose of that sacrifice during the per- 
formance of which it is done. — Hence this is not similar to ‘Fire-installation \ 


■ SUTRA (28). 

Also because we find indicative texts. 


Bhasya. 

The following text. also indicate® the same conclusion, that the ‘ Inviting 
he Subrahmanya 9 should be dope, every day— ‘As each Day comes to an 
he enters the abode of the AcpwJhra-priest, and directs the Subrahmanya- 
st to invite the Subrahmanya , 9 ; — this direction is meant to bring about the 
lal performance of the act of ' inviting — From this also it follows that 
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SUTRA (29). 

“ It should be like that ”, — if this is urged [then the answer is 
as in the next Sutra]. 

Bhasya. 

The term ‘ that ’ refers to the ease of the ‘ Yupahuti 5 (dealt with under 
II. 2. 25-26). The argument of the Opponent is as follows — “Just as that , 
i.e. the performance of the Yupahuti at the Yupaikadashini is ‘common’, 
so should this — ‘ inviting ’ — also be * common — ‘ What is the similarity 
between this (Inviting) and that ( Yupahuti ) ? ’ — Whenever the Yupahuti is 
performed, it must be in close proximity to a particular Post, as it is 
impossible to get at 6 proximity 5 to all the Posts in common ; — and though 
performed near one particular Post, the Yupahuti serves the purposes of 
all the Posts ; — in the same manner the Inviting also, though done in proximity 
to a particular jS'irfya-performance, may yet serve the purposes of all the 
Sutryas 

SUTRA (30). ' 

It cannot be so ; because that has not been enjoined, and because 

THE PRESENT CASE IS SUBJECT TO A DIFFERENT PRINCIPLE. 

Bhasya. 

The case of the ‘Inviting’ is not similar to that of the ‘ Yupahuti — 
Why ? — (A) Because that has not been enjoined ; in the case of the Yupahuti, 
there is no injunction of the oblation being offered * in close proximity ’ to 
the Post; in fact, the ‘proximity’ is not meant to be emphasised at all; 
and it has been explained under Sutras 11. 2. 26 and 27, that the text in 
question laying down the Ahuti is only meant to be preclusive of the Ahavamya 
(as the receptacle of the oblations) ;• — -and (B) because the present case is 
subject to a different principle ; there is a different principle applicable to the 
present case ; that principle being that ‘ by reason of the difference in time. 
When no differentiating peculiarity is perceived, there should be repetition of 
the act (of inviting) ’.-“Hence the analogy cited is not correct. 

SUTRA (31). 

* c< The procedure being the same ”, — if this is urged [then the 

answer is as in the next Sutra]. 

Bhasya. 

Someone may urge the following — “ In the present case the procedure of 
the j Dvadashaha has been found to^.be common ; — the procedure ending with, 
the Vasatmari also is that of the Dvadashaha ; hence on the ground of this 
similarity, the case should be treated as that.” [‘ VabhrtM- . , . cha ’ not found - 
' in many MSS.] 
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SUTRA (32). 

That cannot be ; because the whole op it is performed again ; 

AS IN THE CASE OF THE MAIN SACRIFICES. 



What has been urged, cannot be right. — Why ? — Because the whole of it 
te performed again ; the entire procedure is repeated, consisting of the 
following — Abhisava, Pavamana, Orahachamasa, Stotra, Shastra and the rest ; 
■—as in the case of the Main Sacrifices ; Le. just as the Main Sacrifices are 
performed every day, so (the inviting also). The question that arises is 
whether there should be only one performance as of the Vasativan, or there 
should be several performances as of the Stotra, Shastra, etc. — The only right 
answer to this is that there should be several performances ; as it is thus 
alone that it renders help to all the sacrifices ; while if it were done once 
only, it would help that sacrifice alone at which it would be done, the 
time of all the others being different. — From all this it follows that the act 
of ‘ inviting should be repeated. 


Adhik arana (11) : The 4 Place \ 4 Implements’ and 

4 Priests ’ employed at one performance may 
be employed at another , if desired. 

StJTRA (33). 

In regard to worldly things, one may do as one likes ; AS THERE 
IS NO LOSS EITHER OF THE EMBELLISHMENTS OR OF THE 


PURPOSE. 



Worldly things are the subject-matter of consideration here :-— For 
example: (a) Place , as laid down in the text ‘ One should perform the 
Darsha -Purnamdsa sacrifices on level ground — -(6) Performers, as laid down 
in the text, ‘ There are four priests at the performance of the Darsha- 
Purnamdsa sacrifices,’— and (e) Implements , such as the Sruk and the rest. 

In regard to these, we proceed to consider the question— Are these to be 
secured separately for each performance ? or may sacrifices be performed 
with those same that have been employed at a previous performance, or with 
those newly bought in (it being a matter of option) ? 

The Purvapaksa is that — -“For each performance, ~*~fresh place, fresh 
performers and fresh implements should be secured why. ?- — because 

cultured people do not perform any act with anything that has been used 
already and is hence unfit for use.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — In regard to worldly 
things, one may do as one likes ;— i.e. one may employ the same things that have 
been employed before, or one may secure fresh ones; there should be no 
restriction. — “ Why 1 "—Because there is no loss either of the embellishments 
or of the purpose ; i.e. at the previous performance, no embellishments had 
been brought about in the Performer and other things which would be lost 
if fresh ones were employed nor is there a loss of th_ purpose; as the 
performance can be equally well accomplished by means of the fresh ones 
also.— For this reason, there should be no restriction. 

It has been argued that “cultured people do not perform sacrifices 
with things that are unfit for use”.— As a matter of fact however, cultured 
people do employ the tilings (Place, Implement, and Performer) that have 
been ‘previously employed ; hence what has been urged does not affect the 
case. : 

“But there is the rule that the Priest and the Teacher should not be 
separated [and this precludes the employment of new Priests].” 

But this is a rule applying to men (in ordinary life), not to the sacrifice ; 
as it does not occur either in connection with, or in the context of, any 
particular sacrifice. 



Adhikarana (12) : The Implements should be retained till 

the end of one's Life . 

Bhasya. 

In regard, to Places and Performers, it has been settled that one may 
employ the same or secure new ones. We are next going to consider the case 
of the Implements. 

SUTRA (34). 

[Siddhanta] — The Sacrificial Implements should be retained, 

BECAUSE THEIR ‘ DISPOSAL ’ HAS BEEN PRESCRIBED ; — AS IN 
THE CASE OP THE ‘ RlISA \ 

Bhasya. 

As for the Sacrificial Implements, they should be retained, till the very 
end.— “Why ?” — Because their disposal has been prescribed; the disposal 
of the implements has been .prescribed in connection with the Paridhdniya- 
Eite — * They burn the Agnihotrin along with the Fires and the Sacrificial 
Implements ’ ; for this purpose the Implements have to be retained [as 
this would be possible only if the Implements were retained till the end] ; — as 
in the case of the Pji§a ; in connection with the Ahargam sacrifices, the 
Rjisa of every cme of the * Days ’ is retained for the purposes of ‘ disposal * 
at the Avabhrtha laid down in the text ‘They throw the Pji§a into water 

SUTRA (35). 

[. Purvapalcsa-argument against Siddhanta ] — “ It is really an em- 
bellishment op THE SaCRIETCER ; WHAT HAS BEEN DECLARED 
IS ONLY THE PURPOSE OP THOSE ; HENCE ONE MAY DO 
AS ONE PLEASES, BECAUSE THEY ARE FOR A 
DEFINITE PURPOSE ”. 

Bhasya. 

“ What has been spoken of is not a ‘ Disposal ’ of the Implements, it is 
an embellishment of the Sacrifieer, which has been declared as the purpose 
of those Implements. — ' How do you know that ? ’ — Because the Implements 
have been spoken of by means of a word with the Instrumental Ending and 
the Sacrifice is spoken of by means of a word with the Accusative Ending 
[in the text ‘ Ahitdgnim agnibhih, dahanti yajnapdtmishcha ’). Hence in this 
case one may do as dne pleases ; i.e. what may be thrown into the cremation- 
. fire' of the Sacrifieer may be those same Implements that have been used 
by him, or they may be others ; — because they are for a definite purpose ; i.e. 
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the Implements serve a useful purpose ; and that purpose can be served 
by any Implements one may choose.” 

- SUTRA (36). 

[Answer by Siddhdntin ] — In fact, there should be retention of 

ONLY THE PRINCIPAL IMPLEMENTS ; BECAUSE THERE IS NO 
FIXED TIME FOR DEATH. 



As a matter of fact, all the Principal Implements — i.e. the .original Imple- 
ments, secured for the first time, — should be retained, and it is not that there 
is no restriction. — “ Why so ? ” — Because there is no fixed time for Death ; 

‘ Death ’ is an event of which the exact time is not known ; so that it might 
so happen that the Implements might have been thrown away and just at 
that time Death might come about; and in that case the embellishment of 
the Sacrificer’s dead body (by being burnt along with the Implements) would 
not be accomplished.— “Even so, they may be retained only till another 
sacrificial performance has been undertaken (and fresh implements secured), 
and by means of these implements of the latter sacrifice, the said act (of 
burning the body along with the implements) might be accomplished”.— 
But while the former implements are there, the bringing in of other new 
ones would be wholly useless. Hence the right course is to retain the 
principal implements. 

SUTRA (37). 

[Objection] — “ One who dies on the day of the sacrifice, should 

ALONE BE ENTITLED (TO HIS BODY BEING BURNT ALONG WITH 
THE IMPLEMENTS),— AS IN THE CASE OF THE 

. ‘ Upavesa 

Bhasya. 

“ Or, the right course would be, not that the Principal Implements 
should be retained, but that if a Saerificer should happen to die on the day of 
the sacrifice, he alone should be entitled to the embellishment in question ; 
as he will have the Implements ready close by himself ; — as in the case of the 
‘ Upave§a ’ ; just as it is only one who is offering the Cmd-Butter-Mixture 
that is entitled to the holding of the Upavesa, as for him alone is the Upavesa 
close by.” 

SUTRA (38). 

[Answer ] — Not so ; because it has been indicated by the scriptures. 

' Bhasya. 

What has been suggested cannot be right.— 1 “ Why ? ” —Because it has 
been indicated % the scriptures, that the Upavesa should be held only by one 
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who is offering the Curd-Butter -Mixture, not by anyone else ; it is only 
for the purpose of preparing the Curd-Butter-Mixture that tile * Tree -Branch ’ 
is brought in, and it is out of this Tree-Branch that the Upavesa is made, 
and this Branch would not be available for one who is not offering the Curd- 
Butter -Mixture. — Further, the injunction of the embellishment in question 
does not pertain to any fixed time, — either the day of the sacrifice or any 
other day ; because it has been laid down without reference to any other 
act, — the injunction simply being that ‘ they bum the Agnihotrin along with 
the Fires and the sacrificial Implements ’. — Nor again is the presence of the 
Sacrificial Implements impossible on any other day, — in the way in which 
the Upavesa is impossible for any other performer ; as the presence of 
the Implements can be secured at any time by means of Retention. — Hence 
the case of the Upavesa is not analogous to the present case. 


SUTRA (39). 



[Objection — continued] — “There should be production, because of 

THE PROMPTER, — AS IN THE CASE OF THE ‘ A SHURA 


Blidsya. 


“Or, there need be no retention'; at the time of the embellishment 
(Cremation) new Implements should be produced, (secured ), — because of the 
prompter ; i.e. the prompting cause of such production is there in the shape 
of the embellishment ; — as in the case of the ‘ Ashira ’ ; at the tjttapeya 
sacrifice, there is the declaration that * Both of them live on Clarified Butter % 
and by virtue of this, in a case where there is no cow for being milked for the 
purpose of this observance, another cow is to be brought in for purposes of 
the Ashira according to the text ‘ Any dm yajamdnasya vratadughamd- 
shire duhanti ’ [‘For the purposes of the sacrificer’s observance, they milk 
another cow ’ ] ; the same should be done in the case in question also.” 


SUTRA (40). 

[Objection — continued] — “ * But in that case the name would 
inapplicable ’ — IF this is urged— [ then the objector’s 
answer is as in the next Sutra]” 


“In case you urge that — under the circumstances explained under the 
eceding Sutra, the name ‘ sacrificial implement ’ would not be applicable, 
icause it is only the implements that have become connected with a sacrifice 
at become ‘ sacrificial while the new ones got in (at the time of the 
crifieer’s death) would not have been so connected with a sacrifice ”, — 



SUTRA (41). 

[Objection — concluded ] — “ So also at the ‘ Ashiea 
Bhasya. 

“ In connection with the Ashira also, the other cow that is brought in 
cannot be the * vrataduh ’ (cow milked for purposes of the observance) for 
the sacrifices ; so that the name * vratadhuk * becomes inapplicable, and yet, 
just as in that case another cow is actually brought in, so, in the case in 
question also, other implements should be brought in. Or, you have to 
explain why what is done in one case cannot be done in the other.” 

That explanation (says the Siddhdntin) is as follows : — 


SUTRA (42). 


[Siddhdntin’ s answer to the objection] — In that other case, the absence 
IS DUE TO THE SCRIPTURES ; AT THE ARCHETYPE THERE IS THE 
DESIRE TO BRING ABOUT ONE SUBSTANCE ; IN THE PRESENT 
CASE ^HOWEVER, THERE IS INJUNCTION OP A THING 
WITH A VIEW TO A TRANSCENDENTAL RESULT. 


In that other case, the absence is due to the scriptures; i.e. in that case 
the inapplicability of the name, due to the absence of the cow milked for 
observance, has been brought about by the scriptural text ‘Both live on 
Clarified Butter 5 ; when there is the desire to bring about one substance , the 
injunction that ‘ For the sacrificer they milk another cow for his observance 
at the Ashira ’ becomes applicable to the Ijttapeya, under the General Law ; 
and it would be turned away from that by reason of impossibility, while the 
Ashira cow would be brought in ; it is for this reason that the inapplicability 
of the name is tolerated. — In the case in question, on the other hand, what 
has been laid down is with a view to a transcendental result, and it is not 
what is brought in from anywhere else ; the burning too of the Body along 
with the sacrificial implements has been laid down directly, without any 
sort of reservation. The presence too of those implements is easy to be 
secured by just retaining those that have been in use. In this case therefore, 
the admissibility of the incongruity of the name being inapplicable would be 
without justification or reason whatsoever. 

From all this it follows that the Implements should be retained. 



Adhikarana (13): The Retention of the Implement's should 
commence from the Fire-installation. 

Bhdsya. 

The preceding Adhikarana has been, left in its incomplete form [only in the 
sense that certain Purmpaksa arguments have not been answered; — this 
is done later on, under Su. 45]. For the time being we proceed to consider 
another matter.— It has been declared that the Sacrificial Implements 
should be retained; the question we are going to consider is — Should the 
Implements be retained from the Paurnamdsa sacrifice onwards ? or from 
the Fire -installation onwards 1 

SUTRA (43). 

[POrvapaksa]— ■“ The Retention should commence prom the 

PurnamIsa onwards; because the. Implements are for 

THE PURPOSES OF THE ARCHETYPE *■ . 

Bhdsya. 

“ The Implements should be retained, commencing from the Paurna- 
masa onwards. — ‘ Why ? 1 — Became they are for the purposes of the Archetype ; 
these Implements have been mentioned without reference to any sacrifice ; 
hence they are taken as subservient to the purposes of the Darslia-Purna- 
mdsa ; therein are they brought into existence ; and their retention should 
commence from the time that they are brought into existence. Hence it 
follows that their retention should commence from the PaurnamdsaP 

' . SUTRA (44). 

[SiddhInta] — In reality, it should commence with the Fere- 

INSTALLATION ; AS THERE IS NO INCONGRUITY IN IT ; SPECIALLY AS 

Death cannot be the occasion. 



The Retention is to commence, not from the Paurnamdsa, but from the 
Fire-installation ; — why ? — became there is no incongruity in it ; even though 
the Implements have been laid down as to be used at the P aurnamasa 
sacrifice, yet under the General Law, they become admissible at the Pava- 
mdna-offerings ; so that, if they are retained from this latter onwards, there 
is no incongruity in this ; — specially as Death cannot be the occasion ; i.e. 
if the Sacrificer were to die before the Full Moon Day (when the Paurnamdsa 
sacrifice is performed), then the embellishment of his body would not be done ; 
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— on the other hand, if the Implements have been retained since the Fire- 
installation, there is no incongruity in it. From this it follows that the 
Retention should commence with the Fire-installation. 

SUTRA (45). 

Ik beauty, it is an act of ‘Disposal’, as m the case. 

OF OTHER THINGS. 

Bhasya. 

Tliis. is an answer to objections against the Adhikarana which was left 
incomplete (after Su. 42). 

It has been argued above (under Su. 35) that the Implements (by being 
burnt) serve a useful purpose — in the shape of bringing about the embellish- 
ment of the Sacrificer. — This however is not right. — As the act in question 
is one of the * Disposal into the sacrificer’s body, of the Fires and of the 
Implements. — How so ? — As in the case of other things, smeared with Soma- 
juice, the ‘ going to Avabhrtha * is an act of ‘ Disposal ’, — the grounds for its 
being so regarded are the same, — viz. those things also have been used at 
various sacrifices and are as such fit for disposal ; the case with the Fires and 
the Implements also is the same ; hence there is ‘ disposal ’ of these latter 
also. — “ But in both cases we find the Instrumental ending (winch makes 
such interpretation impossible).” — Not so ; the ‘ disposal 5 of the Fires and 
the Implements does hot consist in their being thrown upon the Sacrificer’s 
body, — nor is the burning itself of the Agmhotrn himself (who is immortal); 
'while the Instrumental ending is used in connection with the act of burning ; 
whieh shows that ) the Fires and the Implements occupy only a subordinate 
position ; — the burning being accomplished by means of these. — If only 
throwing i/n were meant, then the Accusative ending would have been used ; 
as we find in such expressions as * Dak§ine panau juhumdsddayati \ 


Adhikarana ( 14 ): The ‘ Prajdpatya '-offering should he 

made after all other Soma-off '&rmgs. 

SUTRA (46). 

The offerings made according to the Injunction — ‘They offer 

THE PRAJAPATYA OBLATIONS AFTER THE SOMA-OFFERINGS • 
SHOULD COME AFTER ALL THE SOMA-OFFERINGS, AS THERE 
IS NO SPECIFICATION, AND BECAUSE IT IS NOT NECESSARY 
TO LAY DOWN THE TIME OF THE ARCHETYPE. 



In connection with the Vajapeya sacrifice, certain animals are ‘dedicated 
to Pragapati 5 in reference to these animals, we read — ‘ Upari§tdt somdnam 
prdjdpatyaishcharanti 5 [‘They offer the oblations to Prajapati after the, 
Soma-offerings ’]. 

In regard to this, we proceed to consider the question — Should the 
offerings be made at the time of the Arbhava ? — or after the Soma-offerings 
made with Shasira -hymns ? — or in place of the modificatory sacrifices ? — • 
or after all the Soma-offerings ? 

The Purvapaksa (A) is as follows They should be made at the time 
of the Arbhava. — Why ? — Because at the archetypal sacrifice, the offering 
has been made at the time of the Arbhava ; and as at the Archetype, so in 
the case in question also, they should be made at the same time. If this is 
so done, then there is no disturbance in the subsidiaries. — If, on the other 
hand, the offerings were made after all the Soma-offerings, ithen there would 
be disturbance in the performance of the details laid down in the following 
two texts — (a) ‘ They perform the Anuyajas after the offering to Agni- 
Maruts \ (6) ‘ Having thrown in the Paridhis, they throw in the Hariyojana 
Cup ’ ; as in the said case the Anuyajas could not be performed ‘ after the 
offering to Agni-Maruts * ; and the Paridhis would be offered after the offering 
of the Hariyojana oblation. — And all tins would mean a reversal in the order 
of the subsidiaries, without any authoritative declaration to that effect. — If 
however, the ■ offerings were made at the time of the Arbhava, then there 
would be no such incongruity.” . 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta /—When it is 
declared that’ ‘ They offer the Prajdpatya oblations after the Soma-offerings.' 
the offering should be made after all the Soma-offerings.— Why Became 

there is no specification ; when the term ‘ Somdnam ’ (‘ of the Soma-offerings ') 
is used, and there is no specific mention of any particular Soma-offerings, 
it must mean all Soma-offerings. — As regards the argument that “the 
time of the Arbhava should come in from the Archetype (by virtue of the 
General Law)”, — it is not necessary to lay down the time of the Archetype, 
if it is already indicated by the General Law ; if there were an injunction of 
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such it would be doing what has been already done, and as such 

purposeless. — From all this it. follows that the said offering should be made 
after all the Soma-offerings. 

. SUTRA (47). 

If it be urged that “ THIS would entail a reversal of subsidiaries, 

WITHOUT ANY DECLARATION TO THAT EFFECT ”, 

[the answer is as below], 

Bhasya. 

It lias been argued that — “ under the above explanation, there would be 
a reversal of subsidiaries, without any declaration to that effect ”. — What is 
the answer to that ? 

This Sutra is meant only as a reassertion of the objection. 


SUTRA (48). 


There is only ‘postponement’, on account of connection; in 

THE OTHER CASE, THERE IS MERE TIME. 



Bhasya. 


The objection urged, — that “ there is reversal, of subsidiaries ”, — does 
not affect the case. — •“ Why ? ” — Because when the offering of the Animal 
has been ‘ postponed ’ (put off), it is only right that there should be ‘ post- 
ponement ’ of the Anuyajas and of the Throwing in of the Pas'idhis ; — on 
account of connection ; that is, all these latter are duly connected with the 
animal-offering. Nor is there any order of sequence meant to be emphasised 
as between the Atvayajas and the offering to Agni-Mcvruts, or between the 
Ha rvyojana and the Tto owmg m of the, Paridhis ; the Thu'owing vn of the 
Pariclhis is not a subsidiary of the HaA'vyojana,~^~ov the H&ij/yojana of the 
ThA'owvng in of the Paridhis ; — nor are these two subsidiary to any other 
Main Sacrifice. — Similarly if the offering ta Agni-Mamts and the Anuyajas 
were subsidiaries of one another, — or both of them of a third Main Sacrifice, — 
then, by reason of the order of sequence rendering some help to the per- 
formance, the said order might be meant to be emphasised. As a matter 
of fact, however, the Anuyajas are subsidiary to the Animal -sacrifice, — 
the offering to Agni-Moruts is subsidiary to the Soma-sacrifice, — the Throwing 
in of the Paridhis is subsidiary to the Animal -sacrifice, — and the Hdriyojana 
is subsidiary to the Soma-sacrifice ; hence any order of sequence among 
these can serve no useful purpose ,* hence it cannot be meant to be 
emphasised. 

In the other case, there is mere time ; in the texts — ‘ they offer the Anuyajas 
after the offering to Agni-Mamts \ ‘ offers the Hdriyojana oblations after 
having thrown in the Paridhis ’ — the ‘ offering to Agni-Maruts' and the 
‘ throwing in of the Paridhis 5 have been, mentioned as indicative of tvme ; 
even though the indication is not actually present, the time meant to he 
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indicated does not fail to be indicated ; e.g. when it is said that * one should 
come at the Agnihotra-time \ the exact time is understood all the same, even 
though the Agnihotra may not be there. — “ But this involves recourse to 
Indirect dedication”.— Not so; because it is the Time that is directly 
denoted in this case; the affix ‘ Klvd 5 (and its variant ‘ lyap 5 present in 
‘ prahrtya ’) has been laid down as denoting the time that has gone before ; 
—and the term * urdhvam * (‘ after 5 ) might denote either Time or Place ; 
but the sense of Place being incompatible here, it is taken as expressing 
Time. 

SUTRA (49). 

[PURVAPAKSA (B)] — “OK ACCOUNT OF* THE POSSIBILITY OP THE TIME 

of the Archetype, it should be taken' as coming after 

THOSE SOMA-OFFERINGS THAT ABE MADE WITH SHASTRA- 

hymns ” ; — if this is urged — [ then the answer 
is as below]. 

Bhdsya. 

Says the Opponent — “If your view is that the offerings in 'question 
should be made after all the Soma-offerings , — that cannot be right ; the 
right view is that it should come after those Soma-offerings that are accom- 
panied by Shastra-hyrrms . — Why ? — Became of the proximity of the time of 
the Archetype; by so doing the offering in question would be performed in 
close proximity to the Archetypal-offerings ; nor would there be any 
unwarranted reversal of the subsidiaries. — “ What is the time meant ? * — 
It is that which comes after the Vaishvadem offering at the Third Extraction .” 

SUTRA (50). 

{PurvapaTcm {B) refitted ] — Not so ; as this would be against the 
Direct Declaration. 

Bhd§ya. 

If it were as suggested above, then it would militate against the Direct 
Declaration that ‘ after the Soma-offerings etc., etc. ’, which does hot specify 
any particular Soma-offerings; as the off ering in question will have been 
offered before (not after) some of the Soma-ojf eringa—N or again is it possible 
for mere ‘ proximity ’ to indicate the time of the Archetype. 

SUTRA (51). 

[PUrvapaksa (C)] — “ It should come in place of the modificatory 
sacrifices ” — if thhs is urged— [ then the answer is as 
below]. 

Bhdsya, 

Says the Opponent — “If it is your view that it is not right for the 
offering to be made after those Soma-sacrifices which are accompanied by * 
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Shastra-hymns, — then, it may come in place of the Modificatory Sacrifices. — 

* What is the place of the Modificatory Sacrifices ? ’ — The Terminuses beginning 
with the TJkthya are the modifications of the AgnistMm-teTmm.ua ; — the 
place of those terminuses is after the offering of the Agni§toma ; — and the 
offering in question may come in at this place ; the place for all later offerings 
is after the regular offerings ; — the offering in question is also a later offering 
— hence this also should come at that same place.” 

SUTRA (52). 

Not so ; because the Injunction is 'distinct. 

Bhdsya. 

What has been suggested cannot be right. — “ Why ? ” — Because the 
Injunction is distinct ; that is, the actions are different ; the two actions — 
Animal-sacrifice and Soma-sacrifice — are entirely distinct ; — the place 
referred to is the place for the Soma-offerings, not for the Animal-offerings. 


From all this it follows that the time for the offering in question is 
after all the Soma-offerings. 




Adhikarasta (15): In the case of the * Sava/imja Cake V 
there is * Utkarsa ’ (.Postponement) of the D&ity. 

SOTRA (53). 

[PtfEVA'PAK? a]* — ■* * On the * postponement’ of the SOktavAka. there 

SHOULD BIB NO * POSTPONEMENT ’ OF THE BeTOES OF THE 
SOMA-OFFBRINOS, BECAUSE THESE ABE NOT SUBSIDIARY 
TO THE ANIMAL-SACRIFICE ; JUST AS (IN. OTHER CASES), 

WHEN THERE IS * POSTPONEMENT THERE IS 
NO CONNECTION.” 

Bhd$ya. 

Whenever the AmySjas axe ‘postponed’, they lead to the ‘post- 
ponement’ of the SUktavdka also ; — at this the deities of the Savaniya 
cakes are named thus — * Bhfl'jannindr&ya, harivate dhdndh , pusanvate 
karambhatn ’ etc., -etc. — 

The question that arises is— Is the recital of these names of deities also 
‘ postponed * with the ‘ postponement ’ of the Suktavaka ? Or not ? 

The Purvapafcqa is — “On the '■postponement' 1 of the Suktavaka there 
should be no * postponement * of the deities of the Soma, — i.e. of the Savaniya 
— Why ? — Because these deities are not subsidiary to the Anirml-sacriftce ; 
the ArmySjas, being subsidiary to the Animal-sacrifice, can, on being ‘post- 
poned lead to the ‘ postponement * of the subsidiaries of the Animal-sacrifice 
only, not of the subsidiaries of the Soma-sacrifice — the Savaniya deities are 
subsidiary to the Soma ; hence there should be no ‘postponement’ of these. 
~~Jusk as in other cases, when there is * postponement ’ there is no connection ; 
just as, when the Suklcwaka is recited at the Paurnamasa sacrifice, when 
the deities of the Darsha sacrifice are carried along with it, these deities 
have no connection, — and vice versa ; — and why is that ? — because the one 
is not subsidiary to the other; — similarly (and for the same reason) in the 
case in question, there should be no ‘ postponement 

SUTRA (54). • 

[SiddhAnta] — In reality, T HER E SHOULD be POSTPONEMENT ’ , BE- 
CAUSE OP THE PRESENCE OF THE SENTENCE ; — WHEN THE 
PROCEDURE IS THE SAME, IF THERE IS NO CONNECTION, 

IT IS BECAUSE NO USEFUL PURPOSE IS SERVED 
BY IT. 

Bhdsya. 

re should be ‘ postponement ’ ; — 
; as a matter of fact, the passage 


In reality, the right course is that the: 
why ?— because of the presence of the sentence 
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m pin tinning the names of the Deities of the (Soma -sacrifice is a part of the 
Suktavdka — ‘ Bhrfjanindrdya harivate dhdnah pu$anvate Tcarambham saras - 
vallvate parivapam ’, all this being connected (syntactically) with the words, 

‘ Ayam yafamdnah ’ -similarly again, ‘ Indraya harivate dhandbhih pu$an- 
vate Tcarambham sarasvatwate parivdpena\ this being (syntactically) con- 
nected with the words — * Supasthd adya devo vanaspatirdbhavat — the names 
of these deities, when recited in the Suktavdka, serve a useful purpose; if 
they are removed out of the context of the Suktavdka , and they stand by 
themselves alone, they would be meaningless. — At the Savamya-offerings, 
however, the Suktavdka is not recited, wherein the na m es could be recited. 
The Suktavdka is related to the Animat-sacrifice', hence the deities of that 
sacrifice are related to it naturally ; hence it is only right that there should be 
a recital of the names of the deities of that sacrifice, and accordingly these 
should be ‘ postponed ’ when the Suktavdka is ‘ postponed In this way 
the Vedic text becomes duly obeyed. - 

As for the argument that — “ When there is postponement there is no 
connection”, — when the procedure is the same, if there is no connection , it is 
because no useful purpose is served by it ; the Darsha and the Purnamdm 
sacrifices have the same procedure, — hence the recital of the Suktavdka is 
common to both ; — it comes in in accordance with the needs of each case ; 
there is no need for reciting the names of the deities of the Darsha-aaxsriB.ce 
at the Pawmamdsa-sacrifi.ee, — and vice versa ; and the reason for this lies 
in the fact that it is only the deities to whom offerings have been made 
that are referred to (by the recital of these names), and at one sacrifice its 
own deities have been offered to, not any others. Hence the citing of the 
case of there being no connection where there is postponement — has no 
bearing on the case in question. 




ADHYAYA XL 




PlDA IY. 

Adhik arana (1) i In connection with the Bdjasdya, at the 
4 Agnd-vaimavci ’ and other offerings, the subsidiaries 
should be perforated severally. 

StfTRA (1). 


[Pf(BVAPAK§A]— " As THEBE IS ONE AND THE SAME INJUNCTION, — IN 
CONNECTION WITH THE RiJAStjYA, — AT THE 8BVEBAL SACRIFICES 
WHOSE TIME AND PLACE ABB NOT SPECIFIED, — 

THE SUBSIDIARIES SHOULD BE * COMMON 
AS THEBE IS COHERENCE.” 

Bhdpya. 



In connection with the R&jasuya, there are certain Main Sacrifice* 
whose time and place have not been specified, — e.g. ‘ Trisamyuktl dvS ’ 
and so forth. 

In regard to these the following question arises — At these Main Sacrifices* 
are the subsidiaries to be performed ‘ in common ’ ? or severally ? 

The P&rvapakfa is as follows : — “ In connection with the Rdjasuya, at 
the. several Main Sacrifices of which the place and time are not specified, the 
subsidiaries should be performed ‘ in common ’. — Why — Because there is 
coherence among them ; i.e. they bring about the Result, jointly, not severally. 
— * How do you know that ? 5 — Became there is one and the same Injunction ; 
all these Main Sacrifices have been spoken of by means of the single 
(collective) name ‘ rdjasuya ’ used in the singular number in the word 
* rdjasuySna ’, and thereby connected with the Result from which it is 
clear that it is the composite whole that brings about the result. — And 
the entire procedure is subservient to that act which is meant to be per- 
formed with a view to the obtaining of the result , — and the * Procedure - * 
consists of the subsidiaries ; hence we conclude that the subsidiaries should 
be performed ‘ in common 
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SUTRA (2). 

[SlDDHANTA] — As A MATTER OF FACT, — INASMUCH AS THERE IS A 

DISTINCT ‘PERFORMANCE* CONNECTED WITH EACH ‘FEE’, THE 
SUBSIDIARIES SHOULD BE PERFORMED SEVERALLY, AS 
IN THE CASE OF THE * ISTIS ’ ; AS FOR THE ‘ COM- 
POSITE WHOLE IT IS DUE TO THE ACCOM- 
PLISHMENT of the Result, — which, 

BEING ONE ONLY, IS MENTIONED BY A 
SINGLE TERM. 

Bhasya. 

It is not right that the subsidiaries should be performed * in common * ; 
in fact, they should be performed severally. — Why ? — Because there is a 
distinct ‘ 'performance ’ connected with each ‘ Fee ’ ; — in connection with the 
sacrifices in question we find distinct ‘sacrificial Fees’ laid down — (A) 

* Agndvaimava ekadashakapalah, aindrdvaisrmvashcharuh, vai§navastrikapa - 
lah — vdmano da'ksind ’ ; — (B) Sonidpausna ekddasJuikapalah, aindrapausna- 
shchamh, paumushcharuh, — shyamo daksina' { At (A), the Fee consists of the 

* dwarfish ’ bull, and at (B), it consists of the ‘ dark ’ bull] ; — when the 
Fees are distinct, the corresponding Performers also should be distinct; 
so that the Priests, whose services have been secured by the gift Of the 
‘ dwarfish bull ’ and who are the performers of the first ‘ triad of sacrifices ’ 
(A), can have no connection with the second ‘ triad ’ (B) ; similarly those whose 
services have been secured by the gift of the ‘ dark bull ’ who are the per- 
formers at the second * triad ’ (B), can have no connection with the first * triad ’ 
(A). — Thus then, there being distinct Performers, the subsidiaries also should 
be distinct ; — as in the case of the ‘ I$tis ’ ; the subsidiaries performed at the 
time of the Paurnamdsa sacrifice render ho help to the Darsha sacrifice, on 
account of the difference in time ; in the same manner, in the case in 
question, the performers or subsidiaries of one sacrifice can have no connec- 
tion with the other ; hence the subsidiaries should be performed separately 
(with each of the two Triads). 

As for the argument that — “ The Injunction being one and the same, 
the coherence of the latter is also meant ”, — the answer to that is this : — As 
for the composite tohole, it is due to the accomplishment of the Result ; i.e. 
it is by reason of the accomplishment of the Result that, the whole is regarded 
as one composite whole, — because the BesuU is one only ; i.e. the two triads of 
sacrifices have been spoken of together as a composite whole only because 
they bring about a single result, — not because there is common (joint) per- 
formance : as in the case of the * I$fis ’ ; just as in the case of the Darsha- 
Purnamasa, even tho.ugh the two sacrifices ( Darsha and Purnamasa) are 
performed separately, yet they are spoken of as a composite whole in such 
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SUTRA (3). 

Also ram is a text pointing, to the same conclusion. 


Bhd#ya . 


There is a teat in another context which points -to the same conclusion : 

‘ Purvam tnsamyuktamuttaram trisamyuktam, here the two ‘ triads' ’ are 
spoken of as ‘ former ’ and ‘ latter 5 ; and this order of sequence would be 
possible only if the two were performed separately,— “ Even though they 
formed part of a single performance, there would be an order of sequence in 
relation to the Main Sacrifice ’.—Not so ; from the sentence that follows 
this text it is clear that the order of sequence meant is between the two Main 
Sacrifices along with their subsidiaries, — that sentence being — e Yat purvam 
trisamyuktam virajananam tat, yaduttaram trisamyuktam pashufananam tat ’ ; 
this connection of the Results is with the two ‘ Sacrificial Triads ’ as along 
with their subsidiaries, and not by themselves alone. Hence this is a clear 
indication of the Siddhanta view. 


? :r, ■" I . .. ' . 


r ... - - i 


Adhikarana (2) : At the Eajasuya , the Performers ( Priests ) 
aref common* . 

SUTRA (4). 

[PCkvapae^a] — “ There should be no kestbictiqn ” — m this is 
tjbged — [ then the answer is as below], 

Bha§ya. 

In regard to the same (Rajasuya sacrifice), we proceed to consider the 
following question — Are the Performing Priests to he the same till the end 
as those who began the sacrifice ? — Or is there no restriction as to whether 
they are to be the same or different ? 

The Purvcupahga is as follows : — “ There should be no restriction, since 
the Performer varies with each Pee ; that is, those Priests whose services 
have been secured by the Pees prescribed for the Pavitra are for the 
purpose of working at the Pavitra and they come to an end at the end of the 
Pavitra ; so that at the rites that follow, one may employ any performers 
one chooses, — the same or others. Heiice there can be no restriction.” 

SUTRA (5). 

[SxddhInta] — Not so ; because or being enjoined. 

Bha§ya. 

it is not right that there should be no restriction ; in fact, those same 
who did the work in the beginning should go on till the end. — Why ? — 
Because of being enjoined ; at the very outset, at the time of * appointment ’* 
the Performing Priests have been enjoined by the Sacrificer to the following 
effect — ‘Please perform for me this group of Rites named Rdjasuya ’ ; — 
this appointment is done before the sacrifice is commenced; and as no 
differentiating peculiarity has been perceived, this ‘ appointment * must be 
held to be ‘ in common ’ ;• — hence those whose services have been secured 
by this ' appointment * must continue for the purpose of all the rites (com- 
posing the Rdjasuya). 

Says the Opponent— If the Priests were appointed for the whole com- 
posite sacrifice, then it would be as just explained ; hut if the * appointment * 
has, at first, been made for the performance of the Pavitra, then tne Priests 
so appointed would be for that one rite only, not for all.” 

Answer — Which of these two alternatives is the right one ? — Undoubtedly 
that the ‘ appointment * is for the whole composite sacrifice ; as it is only 
thus that the functions of the Priest are fulfilled without obstruction; 
otherwise (if the appointment had been made for the Pavitra only), the same 
Priests might not necessarily be there to work at the subsequent rites, — and 
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other® too may not fee available, — so that the performance would be 
obstructed. - ’ 

SUTRA (6). 

Thebe would be simplicity also. 

Bhasya. 

If it is as explained, simplicity is secured : otherwise there would be 
' appointment ’ at every rite, which would make it much too elaborate. — 
Then again, it is essential that there should be no separation between the 
Priest and the Sacrifices — From all this it follows that the Priests 
are appointed for the whole composite sacrifice, and hence they should be 
held to be * in common ’. 

SUTRA (7). , 

Also because the purpose is one and the same. 

Bhdsya. 

The Fees given in connection with the component rites also serve the 
one purpose of accomplishing the whole Composite Sacrifice ; there is no 
purpose served by the performance of the component alone. It is with a 
view to the fact that the Composite should b§ accomplished by means of the 
Components , that the .Priests are ‘ appointed ’ at the Component rite ; but 
they have fulfilled their purpose only when the Composite Sacrifice has been 
accomplished. For this reason those same Priests should continue to perform 
the rites till the very .end of the whole sacrifice. 

Says the Opponent — “ If the Components are only for the accomplish- 
ment of the Composite, then there should 'be 'payment for services ’ (Fee) 
for all Components once only ; why should it be done over and over 
• again ? ” 

The answer comes in the following Sutra : — 

SUTRA (8). 

The repeated declaration is fob the pubpose of pakticixab 
details. 

BM§ya. 

When it is possible to make the ‘ payment for services ’ in both ways, — 
with each component separately, or only onee for all, — one particular method 
lias been specifically laid down — as that it should be made with each com- 
ponent rite, — and this is done for the sake of specifying particular things and 
numbers (of things to be given) — such as ■ The dwarfish bull is the Fee 
£ at the Abhigechaniya, one gives Ten Thousand ’ ; and the sense is that if 
the Fees are given in this manner, it leads to prosperity. 


Ad iii:k ARANA (3) : At the 1 Avesti 5 sacrifice , the subsidiaries 
are to be performed separately . 

SUTRA (9). 

[PUrvapak^a] — “ At the Avesti, it should be done ‘ in common 

BECAUSE WE FIND INDICATIVE TEXTS.” 

Bhasya. 

In connection with the same Rajasuya, there is the Avesti sacrifice, laid 
down in the text — ‘ The Cake baked on eight pans, to be offered to Agni, 
at which Gold is the Fee ; the Cooked rice to be offered to Brhaspati, at which 
Shitiprstha is the Fee 

In regard to this Avesti, we proceed to consider the question — Are the 
subsidiaries to be performed at it separately ? Or ‘ in common ? 

The PurvapaJcsa is as follows : — “ At the Avesti it should be done in common ; 
i.e. the performance of the subsidiaries should be held to be ‘ in common — 
because we find indicative texts ; we find an indicative text which points to 
the fact that the performance should be ‘in common’, that text being — 

‘ If the Brdhmana performs the sacrifice, he should place the offering to 
Brhaspati in the middle, and then after having poured the various oblations, 
he should do the Pouring : if a Vaishya does it, he should place the offering 
to Vishvedevas in the middle ; — if a Ksattriya does it, he should place the 
offering to Indra in the middle ’ ; this placing of the offerings is possible 
only if the performance is taken as one whole, — and it can be taken as one 
whole only if there is one performance ‘ in common ’ ; — hence the performance 
must be one and ‘in common ’.-—‘What you are putting forward is only an 
indicative text ; what is the direct evidence bearing upon the matter ? ’— The 
direct evidence is afforded along with the Injunction, in the text — ‘ Athaitd 
dishdmavl$tayah imam vd atha tarn lokam punarupavarohanti ’. — Further, the 
Avesti has been spoken of in the following text as a single performance — 
‘ Stayd annddyakdmam yajayet ’ [‘ By this, one should sacrifice for the -man 
desiring food , 

SUTRA (10). 

[SiddhInta] — Through Direct Declaration,, it is connected with 

THE DESIRE FOR A CERTAIN RESULT. 



In reality, the performance shall not be ‘ in common — Why ? The 

reason has already been given above (Su. 2) — that a distinct Performer is 
connected with each Fee. 

As for the argument that “ we find indicative texts”, — our answer to 
that is as follows : — Through Direct Declaration , the sacrifice in question is 
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connected with the Desire for a. certain result . — it being so mentioned in the 
text ‘ By this one should sacrifice for the \pan desiring food \ It is tru 6 
that the said indication is there; but there are no distinot Fees here,; tine 
Fees in connection with the Rajas&ya are not admissible here. Then again, 
the text quoted ' By this sacrifice etc. ' speaks of the A ve$ti by means of 
a word in the singular number, as leading to a certain result (Food), which 
also is indicative of the subsidiaries being performed together ; it is only 
thus that the said declaration would be explicable hence the indicative 
quoted is to be taken as based upon the said facts. 


SUTRA (11). 


If it is urged that "ms based upon the fact of the AvE§ti itself 

SUBSERVING THE PURPOSES OF THE SACRIFICE ”, — THAT 
CANNOT BE: BECAUSE OF THE MENTION OF THE 


Bhdsya. 


You may argue that “ the indicative text may be taken as based upon 
the fact of the Avesfi subserving the purposes of the sacrifice, so that it 
may be an auxiliary to the main sacrifice of the Context — This however is 
not possible. — Why ? — Because of the mention of the castes — ‘ If the Brahrmna 
performs the sacrifice, — if the V dishy a,,' etc . ; — at the main sacrifice itself there 
is no Brdhmana or Vaisbya *, — as the Rdjasuya can be performed by the 
Kmttriya only, as declared in the text — ‘ The K§attriya should perform the 
Rdjasuya*. This shows that the text has no connection with the fact of 
the Avespi subserving the purposes of the Main sacrifice. 







Adhikarana (4) : The offerings of the 1 Pavamana-Isti 5 

are to be made severally. . 

SUTRA (12). 

[Purvapaksa — continued] — “ In the case of the Pavamana offerings, 

THEBE SHOULD BE PERFORMANCE * IN COMMON * ; 

because there is only one Declaration 
of Procedure .’ 5 

Bhasya. 

In connection with ‘ Fire -installation % there are the Pavamana offerings, 
laid down as follows— 1 One should offer the cake baked on eight pans to 
Agni-Pavamana, to Agni~Pavaka, to Agni-Shuchi ’. 

In regard to this, we proceed to consider the question — In connection 
with these offerings are the subsidiaries to be performed ‘in. common' ? 
Or severally ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows : — “ In the case of the Pavamana offerings, 
there should he performance ‘ in common ’• — “ Why ? ’’ — Because there is only 
one Declaration of Procedure ; the Declaration of Procedure in regard to these 
offerings is— ‘ Ahno nirupyani ’ [‘ They are to be offered during the day’], 
and -this indicates a common joint performance; — and as no differentiating 
peculiarity is perceived, the performance should be ‘ in common 

'SUTRA (13).. 

[PfjRVAPAK?A — concluded ] — “Also because we find indicative 

TEXTS.” 

Bhasya. 

“ There is the following text indicative of common performance — 

. * Samdnavarhimsi bhavanti ’ ; which is a reiteration, as it depicts ah existing 
state of .things.” 

SUTRA (14). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, there should be diversity of per- 
formance, ON ACCOUNT OF DIRECT DECLARATION. 

Bhasya. 

There should be no e common ’ performance in this case ; in fact, there 
should be' separate performances ; and when there is this difference, the 
performance should be different in the first of the sacrifices from that in the 
later two — the performance being ‘ common ’ as between these two. — 
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■“ Why so ? ’.’—On- account of DiredtDeclaration ; there is tliia decl ar&ti on — If 
one desires to be wealthier and happier, for him the offering to A(pn-PaMwnwui 
should be 'made first, and then the later two offerings with the same, grass 
should be offered to Agni-Pdttaka and Agni-Shuchi, etc., etc. What is 
there that a Direct Declaration cannot do ? There is no burden too heavy 
for it. Hence it should be done as here declared. 

“ There is the argument based on the Declaration of Procechure being one >* 
— what is the answer to’ that ? ” 

What has been adduced by the Opponent is not . a ‘ declaration of 
procedure ’ ; it only lays down the time — ‘ They are to be offered during the 
day ’ ; hence it provides no reason in support of the Purvapah§a. 


SUTRA (15). 


In a case where they are done together, it would certainly be 

THE REITERATION OP A SETTLED PACT. 


It has been argued above that “ the declaration that ‘ they have the 
same grass ’ indicates that they are to be performed together ”. — Our answer 
to this is as follows : — In a case where they are done together, it would be the 
reiteration of a settled fact ; — for instance,— there is this other declaration— 
‘ If one desires Brahmic glory, for him all the offerings should be made ’ ; 
in this case there is joint -performance ; and when there is this joint per- 
formance, the declaration that ‘ they have the same grass ’ certainly becomes 
the reiteration of a settled fact the joint performance coming in as the answer 
to the question what are to be offered. The term ‘ nirupyani ’ is found to be 
used in the Plural Humber ; and as this Plurality appertains to the offerings 
that have been enjoined as to be secured, it must be taken as meant to be 
emphasised ; when there is only one performance, such performance cannot 
be endowed with plurality ; hence it follows that they should be performed 
together in the case referred to in the text cited (‘If one desires Brahmic 
glory etc. ’). [But the same cannot be true of the ease in question, where 
the performance must be separate, as explained under Su. 14]. 

[This Adhikarana as presented by Mandana Mishra is in the reverse order ; 
•according to him ‘ common ’ performance is the Siddhdnta.] 


Adhikarana (5): At the 1 Dvddashdha, (a) the ‘ Dilcsd 5 , 

(b) the c Upasat 9 and (c) the ‘ Sutya 9 should each 
occupy Twelve Days. 

Bhasya. 

We read — ‘ For one desiring offspring, the Dvddashdha sacrifice should 
be performed ( 

In regard to this, we proceed to consider the following — (A) Is each of 
the Twelve * Days ' of this sacrifice to consist of twelve distinct performances 
of each of the two — the Diked and the Upasad, — and with the one performance 
of the Sutya, have twenty -five ‘daily performances’ each day — [having a 
total number of 300 ‘ Days ’] ? — -Or (B) All these are to be done together 
on each of the twelve days themselves — (thus there being a total of 12 ‘ Days ’ 
only] ? — Or (C) Should there be ‘ diksd on four days, XJpasads on the other 
four days, and the Sutya on the remaining four days ?■ — Or (D) Should 
each of the three — Diksd, Upasad, and Sutya be multiplied in its own 
place [so that there being 12 days for each, there would be a total of 36 
* Days'.*]’-'? . 

[At the Dvddashdha, ‘ Twelve-Day-Saerifice ', each ‘ Day ’ constitutes a distinct 
act ; the procedure transferred to this Dvddashdha is that of the Jyotistoma, including 
Diksd , Upasad, and Sutya ; — in order to preclude the number of these three as per* 
formed at the Jyotistoma, it has been declared in regard to the Dvddashdha that ‘ there 
are to be twelve Diksds and twelve Upasad s ' ; — -the question is: what does this 
mean ? There are three possibilities (A) that the Diksd should be performed on 
twelve days, then the Upasads on the next 12 days, and then the Sutya on the 
last day, there being thus 25 days devoted to each of the twelve ‘ Days ’ of the 
Dvddashdha, which thus occupies 300 days ?— Or (6) all the three — Diksa, Upasad 
and Sutya — are to be done dining all the twelve days of the Main Dvddashdha itself* 
which would thus occupy only 12 days ? — Or (c) that the performance of the three 
— Diksd and the rest— is to be divided among the 12 days of the Main Sacrifice, — 
the Diksd on the first four days, then the Upasads on the next four days, and 
finally the Sutya on the last four days ; — in this ease also there being only 12 ‘ days ’ 
taken. — Or (D) that the Diksd should be done on 12 days, then the Upasads on the 
next 12 days, and then the Sutya on the next 12 days— thus 36 days being taken 
up by the Entire performance.] 

The Pnrvapak§a starts off with the following Sutra : — 

StJTRA ( 16 ). 

[POrvapakssa (A)] — “ At the Dvadashaha each c day ’ should bb 

COMPLETED BY ITSELF, — EACH BEING A DISTINCT ACT ; BECAUSE 
SUCH IS THE CASE AT THE ARCHETYPE 

Bhasya. 

“ ‘Each day ’, along with the Diksd and the Upasads, should be com- 
‘ pleted by itself ; i.q. there should be twelve times twenty -five (300) perform- 
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ances. -Why so ? Because such is the cdse at the Archetype ; — i.e. because 
at the Archetype, i.e. the Jyotistoma, each ‘Day* is completed by itself 
along with the Diked and the XJpasad; and the ‘Day’ in question, having 
the ‘ Day ’ of the Jyotistoma' for its Archetype, must be a distinct act, and 
hence require the details separately for itself hence, as at the Jyotistoma; 
each ‘ Day ’ should be completed by itself, along with the Diked and the 
TJpasad.” 

SUTRA (17). 

[PtJRVAPAKSA (B)]— “Or, ON THE DAYS OF THE MAIN SACRIFICE ITSELF 
SHOULD EACH BE PERFORMED ALONG WITH AIL ITS DETAILS, — 

• As- at the Midday Extraction ; because such is 
the Direct Declaration,” 

Bhasya. . 

“It is not as has been suggested, that there, should be twelve times 
twenty-five performances ; in fact, they should all be done on the twelve days 
of the Main sacrifice itself.' — Why so ? — -Because such is the Direct Declaration 
bearing on the ‘Days’. In the very name ‘ Dvadashdha the number 
‘twelve’ has been directly mentioned as relating to the ‘Days’; — this 
number would be militated against if there were twelve times twenty-five 
performances. Hence it follows that on each of the twelve days, each Main 
sacrifice should be performed ; and as the subsidiaries are performed at the 
same time as the corresponding Main Sacrifice, all the Diked and Upasads of the 
Main Sacrifice should also be performed on the same day.— As at the Midday 
Extraction; there is the declaration that ‘they make the Sdntapaniya- 
offering at the Midday Extraction which shows that the subsidiaries also 
are performed at Midday ; similarly should it be in the present case also. — 
Hence it follows that the details should be performed on the twelve days of 
the Main Sacrifice itself.” 

StTRA (18). 

|P0rvapah§a (0)] — “ Or, because of the connection, of the Result 
and he Performer, there should be, joint performance, 

— AS IN THE CASE OF THE ‘ AgnEYA ’ ! AND 

■ / * Agni§omiya ’. 

Bhasya. 

■ . “ Or, it is not right that the twelve ‘ Days ’ should be performed on the 

twelve days of the Main Sacrifice itself ; in fact, there should be joint perform- 
■ ance ; i.e. the Dik$a on four days, the XJpasads on the next four days, and 
the Sutyds on the last four days. — Why ? — ■ Because of the connection of the 
Result' and the Performer ; i.e. the Main Sacrifices in question are jointly related 
to the Result and the Performing Priests ; their relation to the Result being 
due to their connection with the collective name * Dvadashdha % which denotes 
the “Sacrifice as one composite whole ; and the relation to the Performer is 
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due— at the Sattra, — to the fact of the Saerifieer himself being the Performing 
Priest,— and at the Ahina,— to the fact of there being a single Fee ; to which 
facts also * is due the fact of one and the same result accruing to the 
Performers and when a number of acts have the same Performers, it 
follows that they are to be performed together — As in the case of the Agniya 
and the Agnisomiya ; the Agneya and the Agnisomiya, leading to the same 
result, and having the same performers, are performed together ; — -and when 
they are performed together, as there is no ground perceived for discrimination, 
it follows that the performance of the Diksa and the Upasads must be ‘ com- 
mon’. — Then again, the declaration regarding the Dvadashdha, ‘Twelve 
Days V has got to be obeyed. So that by adopting this view, both ends are 
accomplished — joint performance as well as the number of * days \ Thus this 
view is the most reasonable one.” 


' ,ST}TRA (19). 

[SlDDHANTA] — As A MATTER CH? FACT, THERE SHOULD BE MULTIPLICATION 
IN THlflR OWN PLACES ; BECAUSE THE DECLARATION IS OP THE 
TIME OF THE MAIN ALONG WITH THE SUBSIDIARY 
SACRIFICES. 

Bhd§ya, 

As a matter of fact, the view just set forth, is not right. — Why ? — 
Because the declaration is of the time of the Maifi along with the Subsidiary 
sacrifices ; — if the declaration had been, of the time of the Main Sacrifices 
only,' — not of the Subsidiaries, — then it might have been as suggested ; as a 
matter of fact, however, what has been declared, in the text — * Twelve D%k§ds, 
’Twelve Upasads', — is the time of the Main Sacrifices along with the sub- 
sidiaries; as what it mentions is the time for the Diksds and for iAm Upasads, 
separately. If then it were done on the four days, that would militate 
against this declaration. Hence it follows that there should be multi- 
plication of the details in their own places. 


StJTKA (20). 

The number ‘Twelve’ is in reference to them. 

Bhdsya. 

‘In reference to them i.e. in reference to the Diksa, the Upasads 
and the S-utyd ; — first of all come the Diksds, and there are twelve of these then 
and there ; — then come the Upasads : — there are twelve of these also, then and 
there ; — after these comes the Sutya, which also becomes multiplied (into 
twelve), then and there ; — and it is in reference to each of these that we have 
the number ‘ Twelve ’. 



ADHYSYA XI, PADA IV, ADHIK ARANA (5). 2225 

SUTRA (21). 

The number op ‘ Diksas 5 and ‘ Upasads ’ is distinct, because 

THEY HAVE BEEN DIRECTLY DECLARED AS DISTINCT. 

Bhasya. 

Further, having declared that ‘ For the sake of one desiring offspring, 
one should, perform the Dvadashdha sacrifice the ‘ trivrt ’ and other details 
have been proceeded with ; this also shows that the number * Twelve ’ is 
„in reference to those. • As a matter of fact, all the previous details ending 
with the Vasativari are ‘common’, because of their time being different; 
those beginning with the Avabhrtha come later, as they are subservient to the 
Relinquishing of the Initiation ; says the text — ‘ Apsu dikfdm praveshayUva 
devdk svargam fokamay&n, yadapeu gndti tdmeva difyamalabhate, atha yadevpo'- 
vabhrihamabhyavayanti tdmeva dileqam punarapm pravlshayanti ’ [where it 
is declared that with the Avabhrtha , they throw the Initiations into the water]. 
-—The Dlksd had come into existence ‘ in common ’, and hence its ‘ relinquish- 
ment ' also should be ‘ in common ’, as no differentiating reason is perceived. 

SUTRA (22). 

TO THE SAME END THERE IS AN INDICATIVE TEXT. 

Bhasya. 

In this way, the following declaration also becomes justified — ‘The 
Dvadashdha lasts for Thirty -six flays ’, — which appears in another context. 

SUTRA (23). 

Even when the Injunctions are distinct, there may be ‘ common 

performance’, due to the connection op time being 

WITH THOSE COMPOSING ONE COMPOSITE WHOLE. 

Bhasya. 

As regards the argument that it would be ‘ as in the case of the Agniya 
and the Agmgotmya it is only right that in the case of the Agniya and the 
Agnisomiya, even though the Injunctions are distinct, there should be * common 
performance — i.e. they should be performed together why ?— because 
the connection of time is with those composing one composite whole ; i,e. the 
time mentioned appertains to the Main and subsidiary sacrifices forming one 
composite whole, as is clear from the declaration that ‘On the Full Moon 
Day, one should perform the Paurnamdsa sacrifice along with its subsidiaries ’ ; 


2223 


shabara-bhAsya : 


—-it is lor this reason that the performance in this case is ‘ in common’ 
— the Main as well as the Subsidiaries being performed on the Full Moon 
Day itself. — In the case in question however the reason, that ‘the time 
mentioned pertains to the Main along with the Subsidiaries’, does not apply. 
— Hence the conclusion is that at the Dvddashdha, the Main and Subsidiary 
sacrifices are not to be performed on the twelve days (of the Main Sacrifice 
(itself as in the case of the Paurnarndsa. 



Adhixaeana (6) : . Those subsidiaries whose, time is not dis- 
. tinct from that of the Main Sacrifices should be 
performed separately. 

BJidsya. 

We notSfproeeed to consider the case of those Subsidiaries whose time is 
not distiraf© from that of the Main sacrifices— Should these be performed 
* in oommon ’ ? . Or separately ? 

The Purvapak§a is as follows : — “ They should be pertormed ‘in com- 
mon ’ why ?— because thus alone would the Declaration of Procedure , — 
‘ for one desiring' offspring one should perform the Dmdashaha \ which 
expresses joint performance, — be followed. This is what has been; explained 
under. Sutra 1 1,1. 64.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta 


StJTRA (24). 

It should be separate, because thebe is difference of that ; IN 

THE PERFORMANCE, THE ACTION'S SHOULD BE SEPARATE, BECAUSE 
THEY ARE SIGNIFIED BY THE NAME OF THE’ MAIN 
, SACRIFICE. 

, . Bhasya. 

There should be separate performance why ? — -because there is different 

of that ; — ‘ that ’ stands for the time spoken of in the preceding Sutra ; hence ■ 
the meaning of the phrase is because there is difference of time ; -when there; 
is difference in time, the performance must be separate ; as happens in the 
case of the Bar ska aad the Paurnamasa in the case in question also, there 

is, difference of time, — today % ‘ tomorrow * day after tomorrow ’ ; — hence 
here also the actions should be separate ; Le. the performance .should be 
separate.: — " How do ymi know that there is difference of time among the 
Subsidiaries ? ” — Because they are signified by the name of the Main Sacrifice ; 

• as a matter of fact, the Subsidiaries . are included under the denotation of 
the name of the Main Sacrifice ; so that they are known to be such as are 
performed at the same time as the Main Sacrifice if the Main Sacrifice i® 
to be performed today, its subsidiaries also should be performed today , 
if the Main is to b® performed tomorrow, the subsidiaries also should be 
perimxned tomorrctw ^ — if the Main is to be performed on Me day after b* 
morrow, the snbddiaries also should be performed on the day after i tomorrow. 
—Thus there should be separate performancea. 
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SUTRA (25). 

An Indicative text also points to the same conclusion. 

Bhasya. 

There is the text— ‘The Days ere completed with the end of the 
Patnlsamyaja' ■, this show, that each of the ‘Days’ ends with the Patni- 
samyaja separately. 

SUTRA (26). 

The declaration . op the £ SutyX tomorrow’ also points to the 
same conclusion. 

Bhasya. 

There is the declaration—' ‘ SamsthUe samsthite'hani presayati ’ 

(which speaks of the ‘ Sutya ’ as coming ‘ tomorrow ’) ;-the reduplicated 
phrase 'SamsthUe samsthitV indicates the difference of the several 
Subrahmanyds. 

SUTRA (27). 

There is difference of animals also. 

Bhasya. 

We find difference of animals also spoken of in the text ‘The one 
■-fan.! that is in excess should be offered to Indra-A.jm ’ there could he no 
‘ excess ’ of the animal, if there were not several animals ; as a matter of fact, 
there are eleven animals and twelve ‘days’ ; and all this is possible ,1 the 
‘ sacrificing ’ of the animals is done separately , if it were done ‘in common , 
then all the eieoen would be sacrificed at one and the same time.-From tins 
also it follows that the Performance should be separate. 


Adhikarana (7) : At the time of the Upasads, the ‘ Inviting 

of the Subrahmanyan should he done without any 
modifications. 

SUTRA (28) 

[POrvapaksa] — “At the additional Sutyas, all should be 

MENTIONED IN THE SUBRAHMANYA ; BECAUSE OE THE 
CONNECTION AT THE ARCHETYPE ; AS IN 
THE CASE OF THE ‘ AVAHANA’. 

Bhdsya. 

There is ‘ Inviting of the Subrahmanya ' done at the time of the Upasads, 
with the' words ‘ Ghaturahe sutydmagachchha maghavan ’ ; — this becomes 
admissible at the Dvddashdha by virtue of the General Law. 

In regard to this we proceed to consider the question — At the Dvddashdha, 
are the various Sutyd-days to be specifically mentioned in the Mantra used 
for the Inviting ? Or- should the Mantra be used in the same form in all 
cases ? 

[At the Archetype, the first Sutyd comes on the thirteenth day, beginning from 
the very first day ; on the fourteenth day comes the second Sutyd ; so on and on, 
the last (twelfth) Sidy a comes on the twenty-fourth day ; at the first Sutyd, the 
words used for the Inviting of the Subrahmanyd are ‘ Chaturahe sutydmagachchha 
maghavan ’.—When, under the General Law, this Mantra comes to be used at the 
Dvddashdha, which is an ectype related to the said Archetype, should the word 
1 Ghaturahe ’ be changed into ‘ Chaturdashahe * in the case of the second Sidy a 
coming on the 14th day— 1 Panchadashdhe ’ in the case of the third Sutyd coming on 
the 15th day, and so on, -—the Mantra thus being used twelve times over with each 
Sutyd ? Or should the same form with ‘ Chaturahe ’ be retained for all Sutyas , 
and hence the Mantra should be used once only ‘ in common 1 for all the Sutyas ?] 
The Purvapaksa is as follows: — “At the additional Sutyas, mention 
should be made of all the ‘ days ’ why ? — because of the connection at the 

Archetype ; at the Archetype, the Sutyd ‘ day ’ has been mentioned in the 
Mantra ; — all the other Sutyd ‘days’ have that Day for their Archetype; 
and all these should be mentioned. — Objection- — ‘ There is only one Deity in 
the case, 1-ndra, who has been duly ‘ embellished ’ by the single mention of 
the Sutyd ‘Day’, and it remains so embellished throughout ; hence’ any 
further mention of the ‘day’ would be superfluous ’.—Answer— The 
embellishment brought about by the mention of the ‘ day ’ today can belong 
only to that main sacrifice which is performed today ; hence for the sake of 
securing the embellishment on subsequent days, the mention should be 
made again and again. — As in the case of the Avahana ; in the ease of the 
text — ‘ Agneyarn- krsnagrivamdlabheta, etc. even though throughout the 
Deity is one only, Agni, yet, as the acts (offerings) are different, the sub- 
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sidiaries are performed separately. It should be the same in the ease in 
question also.” 

StJTRA' (29). 

[SiDDHANTA] — As A MATTER OF FACT, AS THE MANTRA IS EXPRESSIVE OF 
INDRA, THE MENTION SHOULD BE ONCE ONLY ;• BECAUSE 
THE TIME SERVES THE PURPOSE OF INDICATING, 

AND ALSO BECAUSE THERE IS NO 
DIFFERENTIATION. 



As a matter of fact, there should not be mention of all ; the Mantra 
should be used in the same unmodified form. — “ Why ? ” — Because the 
mantra is expressive of Indra ; it is Indra who is embellished here by the 
mention of the ‘ Day ’ ; and once embellished, he remains embellished, and 
does not need to be embellished again. — “ But here he has been embellished 
in connection with the Chaturaha only, because the words are ‘ Chaturahe 
sutydmdgachchha maghavan' ”. — Time is not what is meant to be emphasised 
here ; all that is meant to be emphasised is c come O Indra M If the time 
were meant to be emphasised, then there would be syntactical split— -(a) 
‘Oome O Indra!’ — (6) ‘Gome on the Chaturaha ’. The root ‘ dgachchha *' 
(come) with the particular ending cannot denote both these syntactical 
relationships. — “ Why should the emphasis be laid on the connection 
of Indra with Coming , and not on the connection with the Time ? ” — That 
is so because the syntactical connection between ‘ maghavan [Indra) ’ and 
‘ dgachchha ’ (come) is direct ; while that between ‘ chaturaM ’ and ‘ dgachchha ’ 
is indirect, as the word ‘ sutydm ’ has come between these two latter words 
(in the Mantra ‘ Chaturaha sutydmdgachchha 'maghavan “ The connection 
between ‘ sutydm ’ and ‘ dgachchha ’ is also direct (no word coming between 
these ) ; so that this also may be meant to be emphasised ”. — There is no 
incongruity in this, as there the character of ‘ Sutyd ’ is not incompatible, — - 
“ But the term ‘ Chaturaha ’ points to a particular Sutyd — Not so,— 
“ Why ? ” — Because the time serves the purpose of indicating ; the mention 
of the Chaturaha as the time is meant only to serve the purpose of indicating 
the Sutyd (in general), the meaning being ‘Come to the StUyds, Chaturaha 
and the rest V The reason for this lies in the fact that the Deity does not 
actually come, it only becomes the recipient and hence the predominant factor 
in tjb.e sacrifice. So that it is the faot of the Sutyd being a subsidiary to the 
sacrifice that is indicated by the term 6 Chaturahe ’ ; and this subsidiary 
character subsists equally in all the Sutyds ; hence the term * Chaturahe ’ 
becomes an indicator of all, by reason of that particular Sutyd being the first 
(most important) among them ; as we find in such expressions as * Iddntd 
dtithyd Santi^fhate \ ‘ Ndnuyajan yajati 

Also because there is no differentiation It has been argued that “ it 
should be as in the case of the Avdhana — Our answer to this is as follows : — 
The time has been differentiated in that ease, the two ‘ black -necked ’ ones 
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having been intervened by the ‘ Saumya ’ ; so that a differentiating pecuharity 
is actually perceived— which indicates that the Deity in question is to be 
invited - i© connection with the first * black -necked ’ animal* not in connection 
with the latto one.-~In the case in question, however* ;the time of the several 
Sutyds has not been differeniiated 5 ™nor-iiave they been intervened by any- 
thing,----henoe there is no diSerentiating, peotiliarity perceptible in this case ... 
and it has been, already explained that the mention of * Ckaturaha ’ does 
not serve the purpose of specifying any particular Sviyd. 

From ah this it follows that the Mantra should be used in it® 
unmodified form throughout. 



Adhikarana (8) : At the Vdjapeya , the 1 Shula 5 and other 

things are common to the seventeen animals dedicated 
to Prajapati. 

SUTRA (30). 

At the ‘animal sacrifices the ‘Ktjmbhi’, the ‘ Shu la j and the 

‘ VapISHRAPANX 5 SHOULD BE HELD TO BE IN COMMON, 

AS THEY ARE ALL-PERVADING. 


At the Vajapeya-s&cxifxce, in connection with the animals dedicated to 
Prajapati, the Kumbhl, the Shula and the Vapashrapanl should he held ’to 
be ‘ in common 5 ; as they are all-pervading ; — one and the same KumbM is 
used for the cooking of the omentum of all the animals ; — one and the same 
Shula serves for the cutting of the Heart of all the animals ; — and one and 
the same Vapashrapanl is used in connection with the omentum of all the 
animals. — Hence all these should be held to be ‘ in common \ 


Adhikarana (9) : Even in the case of animals dedicated to 

diverse Deities, the Kumbhi and other things are to 
be held 1 in common \ 

SUTRA (31). 

[Purvapak§a] — “ When the deities are different, they should 

BE DIFFERENT ; AS THERE WOULD BE UNCERTAINTY.’ 5 ' 

BMsya. 

“At the Skadashina sacrifices (where eleven animals are sacrificed to 
eleven distinct deities), the Kumbhi and other things should be different ; — 
because there would be uncertainty ;• — -if the flesh, etc. of all the animals were 
placed in the same Kumbhi {Bob), then there would always be uncertainty 
as to which slices are of which animals ; similarly with the heart and other 
limbs, and also the omentum.” 

. StJTRA (32). 

[SlDDHiNTA] — AS A MATTER OF FACT, A DISTINGUISHING MARK MAY 
BE MADE, IF NECESSARY. 

Bhasya-. 

As a matter of fact, the articles should not be different. — Why ? — - 
Because the offerings are mg.de together. — As for the argument that “ there 
would be uncertainty ”,—4/ necessary, some distinguishing mark may be 
made, which would enable the slices to be distinguished. 


AdhikabAlSTA (10) : The Kumbhl (Pot) also should be held 

to be i in common V 

SUTRA (33). 

[PCBVAPAKSA] — “ INASMUCH AS IT WOULD BE IMPOSSIBLE BOB THE 
OMENTUM TO BE OFFERED, IT SHOULD BE DIFFERENT ; BECAUSE 
IT IS AN OFFERING- TO BE MADE AT ITS OWN 
YlJYA.” 

Bha§ya, 

“ It is not possible for the Kumbhl (Pot) to be ‘ common ’ ; because it 
would be impossible for the omentum to be offered ; in connection with the 
Archetype it has been declared — ‘ With the half -verse of the Ydfya one offers 
the omentum ’ ; at the Archetype, the omentum has been offered at the 
end of the half -verse of its own Ydfya ;■ — in the case in question also it should 
be offered in the same manner. And yet it is not possible to put a distin- 
guishing mark on the omentum (of the several animals when put into 
the same vessel), [Hence the separate offerings in question would be 
impossible].” 

SUTRA (34). 

[SlDDHlNTA] — AS A MATTER OF FACT, IT SHOULD BE HELD TO BE * IN 
COMMON BECAUSE IT IS A * DISPOSAL ’ J SPECIALLY AS 
THEBE IS NO MENTION OF 4 OWN \ 

Bhasya. 

As a matter of fact, the KumbM should be held to be ‘ in common \ because 
it is a disposal ; the omentum (Fats) in question are e remnants % and the 
act in question is of the nature of * disposal ’ ; — and a disposal cannot serve 
to prompt the securing of the substance in question [there being ‘ disposal 5 
©nlywhen the substance is already there, to be disposed of] ; — how then can 
the disposal prompt the securing of the vessel for holding that substance ?- — 
Further, the omentum (Fats) of the several animals are entirely mixed up, 
and they all become offered at the end of the half- verse of their own ydfya. 

Objection : — “ It may be possible for the offering to be made at the end 
of the half- verse of other ydjyds also.” 

Answer — There is no mention of ‘ own ’ ; it has not been declared that 
* the offering should be made at the end of the half-verse of one's own Ydfya, 
and. not at the end of the half-verse of other Ydjyds ’.—So that if the v off©ring 
is made at the end of the half-verse of other Ydjyds, it would be neither 
harmful nor beneficial. 

From all this it follows that the Kumbhl also should be held to be ‘ in 
common 5 . 
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SUTRA (35). 

“ Thin once only,” ip this is urged [then the answer is as in the 
next 

Bhasya. 

Says the Opponent — “If it is yonr view that there is no mention of 
‘ own then, in that jjase, there may be only one offering at the end of the 
first half -verse of the Ydjyd ; in this way the ‘ association ’ shall be main- 
tained, and yet the offering will have been made at the end of the half -verse 
of the Ydjyd” 

This objection is answered by the following Sittra. 

SUTRA (36). 

Not so, because op the difference in time. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not that there may be only one offering at the end of the first half- 
verse of the Ydjyd ; in fact oblations should be offered at the end of each 
half-verse. — “ Why ? ” — Because of the difference in time ; the * ends of 
half -verses of Ydjyds ' are diverse ; and the locative ending in the word 
* Yajydrdhdrchdnte * denotes occasion, — the sense of - the container or receptacle 
being impossible ; — -and if the occasion repeats itself, that which is con- 
tingent upon that occasion must be repeated ; as we find in the case of the 
injunction ‘ offers libations on breakage — From this it fohows that an 
oblation should be offered at ‘ the end of the half -verses * of all Ydjyds . 



Adhikarana ( 11 ) : When the animals belong to diverse 

species , the l Kumbhi ’ and other pots should 
he different. 

SUTRA (37). 

In THE CASE OP DIVERSE SPECIES, THERE SHOTTED BE DIFFERENCE, 
BECAUSE THERE IS DIVERSITY IN THE COOKING. 

Bhagya. 

When the animals sacrificed at the EhadasMna are of diverse species 
(some goats, some sheep and so forth), there should he difference in the Kumbhi 
and other things; — because there is diversity in the cooking; the cooking of 
the flesh of sheep and. that of goats is * diverse — by the time that goat’s 
flesh becomes cooked, sheep’s flesh becomes melted away (being very much 
softer than the former) ; — under the circumstances, if both were cooked in 
the same Kumbhi, the slices would become mingled up. Hence we conclude 
that the vessels should be different. 

SUTRA (38). 

Also because tve find an ‘increase’. 

JBhdsya. 

We find that at the Sautrdmani sacrifice, there is an increase in the 
number of * Shulas ’ in connection with the Bull, Goat and Sheep,-— as in the 
text — ‘ Shulaishcha masarena chavabhrthamabhyavayanti ’ [where the Shula 
is mentioned by means of the word ‘ Shulaih ’ in the Plural]. — For this reason 
also, these should be different. 


Adhikarana (12) : At the ‘ Ashvapratigrahesti 5 , there should 
he a distinct set of 4 Four Pans 5 in connection 
with, each Cake. 

StJTRA (39). 

[POrvapaksa]~-“ Ik connection with cakes of equal number, the 
Pans also should be treated like the ‘ Kumbhi 

Bhasya. 

In. connection with the Ashvapratigrahesti it is laid down that as many 
horses have been accepted so many ‘ cakes baked on four pans’ should be 
offered — ‘ Y'avato' shvdn pratigrhniyat tavatashchatuskapaldn vdrundn nlr- 
vapet * 

In regard to this, we proceed to consider the following question — 
Should all the Oakes be baked upon the same set of ‘ four pans ’ long enough 
(to contain all the Oakes) ? — Or should a different set of ‘ four pans ’ be 
used for each of the Oakes ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows The Pans should be treated like the 
KumbM ; that is, just as in the case of the animals dedicated to.Prajapati, 
there is a common Kumbhi (Adhikarana 10), so also in the case of the Cakes 
of the same number (as the Horses) the Pans should be common ; — and the 
reason for this lies in the fact that the required association is maintained, 
and all the Oakes become equally embellished * on four pans V* 


SUTRA (40). 

[SiddhInta] — They should be distinct with each main paotor, 
as at the Archetype. 

Bhasya. 

There should be a distinct set of ‘ four pans ’ for each Oake ; only thus 
would it be done as at the Archetype ; at the Archetype, i.e. at the Darsha • 
Purnamdsa sacrifices, there are distinct pans with each Oake ; so in the present 
case also they should be made distinct, with a view to following the General 
Law. — Further, if the Pans were ‘ common ’, then not a single one of the 
Oakes would be ‘ embellished on four pans ’ j all of them would be baked 
on parts of the Pans ; and this would militate against the use of the term 
Pan — Hence we conclude that the Pans must be different. 
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SUTRA (41). 

Osri Y THUS WOULD THEBE BE * PrATHANA * (LAYING) OF ALL. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the declaration — ‘ One lays (spreads out) the Cake to the same 
size as the Pan ’ ; this would be impossible if the Pans were common. For 
this reason also they should be different. 



Adhikarana (13): In the case of the ‘ Thumping of the 
Corn the Mantra shall not he repeated with each 
stroke. 

Bhasya. 

In connection, with the Darsha-Purnamdsa we read — 1 They thump the 
Vnhi corns ’ the Mantra to be used at this Thumping is — AvaraJc§o 
divah sapatnam vadhyasam 

In regard to this, we proceed to consider the question- — Should the 
Mantra be repeated with each stroke (of the Thumping) ? Or only once, at 
the beginning ? 

The PiirvapaJcsa is as follows : — -“ The Mantra 'shout 1 be repeated with 
each stroke.- — Why ? — Because one stroke is a different aet from the other 
stroke ; as the effort ends with each stroke when they are distinct acts, a 
differentiating condition is duly perceived, in the form of the idea that the 
Mantra belongs to that act along with which it is used ; — and when this 
differentiating condition has been perceived, there must be difference. 
Hence it follows that the Mantra should be used with each stroke.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — 

SUTRA (42). 

[SiddhInta] — It has been explained that in the case of a single 

SUBSTANCE, THE EMBELLISHMENTS FORM A SINGLE ACT. 
Bhasya. 

In cases where there is a single substance, — such as. Vnhi, — the 
embellishments have been explained to form a single act, — that is, from the 
first stroke down to the preparation of the Rice, it forms a single act ; as 
explained under Sutra 6. 2. 5. — Objection — “ It has been pointed out that each 
stroke forms a distinct act.” — Answer — -In the case in question, there is repeti- 
tion of the same one act,- — the Result being accomplished by such repetition 
only, as in the case of the Soma -sacrifice. But at the jSoww-sacrifice, — as the 
purpose served by the Mantra is diverse, when the act is repeated, the Mantra 
is used more than once ; — wherever the purpose iserved by the Mantra is 
diverse, there is repetition of it, — as for instance, of the Lokamprnd at the 
Agni-sacrifice ; — whore, however, the purpose served by the Mantra is one 
only, any repetition of that Mantra would he useless ; — in the ease in question 
• the purpose served by the Mantra is one only. — ' “ 6 How do you know this ? ” 
The Mantra is of the nature of an ‘ instrument * ; — the instrument has been 
understood to serve the purpose of bringing about the thing required ; — in 
the case in question, the thing to be brought about is the whole lot of 
strokes collectively ; as it is collectively alone, — not severally, — that they 
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accomplish the purpose (of the preparation of rice) ; — what is desired to be 
accomplished is the sifting of the rice out of the Vrlhi-eom put into the 
mortar ; and it is this that is to be brought about. Thus it is the action 
of the whole lob of strokes that is aided by the Mantra ; and hence a repetition 
of it would be useless ; consequently the Mantra should be used only once. 




Adhikarana ( 14 ) : At the 4 Ndndbija-Isti \ the Mantra 
should be repeated with each stroke. 

SUTRA (43) 

"When there is a different substance, there should be repetition : 

AS IT HAS BEEN LAID DOWN FOR THAT PURPOSE ; BECAUSE IT 
HAS ALREADY SERVED ITS PURPOSE ; AND BECAUSE THE 
SAME ACT IS REPEATED [THE MANTRA SHOULD 
BE REPEATED], AS IT IS AN ACCESSORY 
OF THAT. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection, with the Rajasuya, there is the * Nandblja-I§ti ’ (a sacrifice 
at which several kinds of grain are offered), laid down in the text — c Agnaye 
grhapataye ..... charum * [where the grains laid down are the Ashu and the 
Shydmdka ] ; the act of ‘ Thumping ’ along with the Mantra comes into the 
I§ti by the General Law. 

In regard to this also [the question being the same as in the preceding 
Adhikarana], the Purvapaksa is that — •“ in accordance with the principle of 
the preceding Adhikarana, the Mantra should be used only once, as for all 
the grains all that is wanted is the removal of the chaff, and this is accom- 
plished by the single recital of the Mantra.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta: — When there is a 
different substance,-— a different kind of grain,- — there should be repetition of 
the Mantra;— w hy ? — because it has already served its purpose ; i.e. the 
thumping done to the former grain has already served its purpose ; because 
it is of the nature of a Direct Helper, and hence it embellishes that grain 
alone with which it comes into direct contact ; and if it has embellished the 
former^grain, — then, for the embellishment of the latter grain, it should be 
repeated ; and when the act of ‘ Thumping ’ is repeated, there should be 
repetition of the Mantra also ; because it is an accessory to that ; — in connec- 
tion with the other kind of grain also, the Mantra is an accessory of the 
act of Thumping ; as it has been laid down for that purpose ; i.e. it has been 
enjoined by the General Law bearing upon every one of the acts as to be 
repeated with each. Hence there should be a repetition of the Mantra with 
each kind of grain. 



Adhikarana (15) : At the Darsha-Purnamdsa and other 

sacrifices , the Mantra is to he repeated with each act of 
1 Putting in ’ and the like. 

SUTRA (44). 

[PorAafaksa] — “ In the case of the acts of * Putting in ‘ Lofting/ 
‘Spreading’ and ‘Taking up of Clarified Butter’, — it 
should be as in the case of a single substance; 

AS THE PURPOSE SERVED IS ONE ONLY.” 

Bhusya. 

(A) At the Darsha-Ptinju rnasa, there is the act of 4 Putting in of four 
handfuls for which the Mantra laid down ia * Devasya toil etc.’ ; — (P>) 
similarly at the same sacrifice there is ‘ Lopping of grass’ for Which the 
Mantra is ‘ V arhirdevasadandami ’ ; — (b) similarly there is the act of ‘spread- 
ing’, for which the Mantra is ‘ Vrnamradasantvd stTnami* ; — (D) lastly, 
there is the act of ‘ Taking up of Clarified Butter for which the Mantra is 
- JDhdmandmdsi \ 

In. regard to all this, there arises the question — Is the Mantra to be used 
only once ? Or is it to be repeated with (a) each handful, (6) each lopping, 
(c) each substance, (spread out), and (d) each taking up ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows — ' 4 In the case of the acts of 4 Putting in 
‘ Lopping 4 Spreading ’ and ‘ Taking np oj Clarified Butter*, it should be 
as in the case of a single substance, as the purpose served is one only p—i.o. in 
the case of the acts enumerated, the Mantra should be used m in the case oj 
a single substance, i.o. it should be used Only once ; — Why so ? ’ — because 
(h~ purpose served is one only ; — fA) hi the case of the 4 Putting in of 
Handfuls the only purpose served is the prepare , ' > n of the offering- 
substance ; — (15) in the case of 4 lopping \ the only purpose served is the 
obtaining of grass sufficient to spread on the Platform ; — (0) in the case of 
4 Spreading \ the only purpose served is the covering up of the Platform 
(D) in the case of the 4 taking up of Clarified Butter the only purpose served 
is the securing of as much Clarified Butter as w -wJd be used at the sacrifice - 
arid the Mantra is to be used for as much of these acts as suffices to serve the 
said purpose,— -as already explained above [and as the whole series of each 
of those acts serves to accomplish the particular course, the Mantra should 
be used only once in connection with the whole series of the acts in 
question].” 
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StJTRA (45). 

[SlDDHlNTA] —AS A MATTES OP PACT, IT SHOULD BE AS IN THE CASE OP 
DIVERSE SUBSTANCES ; BECAUSE IT EMBELLISHES 
EACH ONE OP THEM. 

Bhdsya . 

Asa matter of fact, it should be as- in the case of diverse substances , — not as 
in the case of a single substanee ; i.e. there should be separate repetitions of 
the Mantra. — “ Why ? ” — Because it erhb&Uiahes each one of them ; when a 
quantity of grain has been * put in ' as one ‘ handful that quantity has 
become embellished by that act ; because the act of ‘ Putting in ’ is of the 
nature of a Direct Helper ; — similarly the second * putting in of a handful ’ 
also embellishes another quantity of the grain; — if then the Mantra were 
not used at this second * Putting in these grains would be deprived of the 
embellis hm ent due to the use of the Mantra . — Similarly in the case of the 
other acts (of Lopping and the rest).— Prom this it follows that in the case of 
every one of these acts, the Mantra should be repeated. 



Adhikarana ( 16) : In the c Washing of the Platform \ the 
Mantra is not to be repeated with each washing. 

SUTRA (4G). 

[POrvapaksa] — In the case or the f washing of the platform,’ 
the Mantra should be repeated ; because the act rs 

DONE OVER AGAIN.” 

Bhdsya. 

The * Washing of t-lie Platform ’ has been laid down in the text — v He 
washes it thrice ’ ; in connection with which the Mantra to be used is 
4 Vedirasi varli ise t.vd, ete. ! 

In regard to this, wo proceed to consider the question — Should the 
Mantra be repeated with each repetition of the act ? — Or only once ? 

The Purvapakm is as follows:—- 44 In connection with the washing of the 
Platform, the Mantra shoiud be repeated : — why ? — because the act is done over 
again ; in the ease in question there is this distinguishing feature' that the 
Mantra subserves the purpose of that act alone where it is used ; — hence it. 
follows that there should be repetition of the Mantra." 

SUTRA (47). 

[vSiDDHANTA] — As A MATTER OF FACT, IT SHOULD BE USED ONCE ONLY, 
BECAUSE THE SUBSTANCE IS ONE AND THE ACCESSORY 
HAS BEEN LAID DOWN FOR ONE ONLY, 

Bhdsya. 

The Mantva should be used once only ; — -why f —because the substance is 
one only ; the substance concerned is one, in the shape of the Platform ; 
this is embellished by the single recitation of the Mantra ; there is nothing 
else to be done by the Mantra (for which it should be recited again). 

Objection — “ It is through the act that, the Mantra embellishes the 
Platform ; and the act is different (in the three cases).” 

Answer*- Tlxe act is not different ; it is the same act repeated, repetition 
being its qualification. The affix 4 Krtvasuch 1 is used in the sense of the 
repetition of the same act, not in the sense of different acts. The act (of 
washing) has to be equipped with the Mantra and the Repetition — it has 
become equipped with the Mantra by the single recital of this latter ; it is 
only for securing its repetition that it is done again. 

The conclusion therefore is that the Mantra is to be used only once. 



Adhikarana (17) : The ‘ Kayduyana-Mantra 5 should be 

used only once. 

SUTRA (48) 

[PtfBVATAKSA] — “ IN THE CASE 03? ‘SCRATCHING/ THE ACT SHOULD BE 
REGARDED AS DISTINCT WITH EACH LIMB (SCRATCHED), AS THE 
ACT IS DIFFERENT,” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Jyoti§toma, there is ‘ scratching ’ of the itching 
parts of the body —for which the Mantra is ‘ Kwisu syama km, etc.'— 
When there is it chin g in . several parts of the body at the same time, then 
there arises the question— should the Mantra be repeated with the 
scratching of each itching limb ?— Or should it be recited once only ? 

The Purvapak?a is as follows “ The Mantra should be repeated with . 
each limb ; — why 1 — became the act is different ; the * scratching ’ done to 
each limb is a distinct act; as the activity of the man is complete with 
each, the peculiar feature that leads to the conclusion that the Mantra should 
be repeated.” 

SUTRA (49). 


[SlDDHlNTA] — As A MATTER OF FACT, IT SHOULD BE REGARDED AS ONE 
ACT,— THE INJUNCTION PERTAINING TO THE TIME ONLY. 

Bha§ya. 

As a matter of fact, it cannot be as suggested above s because it is not 
the ‘ scratching ’ that is enjoined in this case, the 1 scratching is done only 
on account of the need arising for it:— “What if it is so! -If the 
^scratching ’ were enjoined, it would have to be regarded on serving an 
unseen (transcendental) purpose ;-as the injunction is useful only when 
Xt is enjoined is not already known [and it is only the transeend«ita 
result that would not be known in this case] j-and as with each act (of 
‘ scratching ’) the said result would vary, it would have to be assumed that 
there are several acts ; and in that case a distinguishing feature 'would be 
perceived [which would justify the repetition of the Mantra with each act]- 
Xen, however, as amatter offset, the ‘ scratching ’ is only indicated by the 
actual need for it that arises there (in the shape of : “XXli 
then in that case the act that one wishes to do would be that (senes of acts) 
by Which the itching would be allayed l-and thare wodd be nothmg 
to distinguish .one part of this entire process from ^ » tiB ' 
there, would be nothing to justify the repetition of the 
one itching limb has been scratched, it has become embelkshed by that 
wratcWng.-and after that another itching limb would be scratched [and 
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t}iis would be a distinct act of Qcmtctiing]” —Answer— The activity in this 
ease is not for scratching the body, lout ior allaying the itching ; and this itching 
{ which is a sensation } is in the conscious soul, not in the body ; hence there is 
nothing to distinguish one [itching or scratching) from the other. Con- 
sequently the conclusion is that the Mantra should be recited only once. 



Adhikahana (18): At the Jyotistoma, in connection with 
c sleep 5 and the like , the Mantra is not to he 
repeated. 

SUTRA (50). 

In connection with (a) sleep, (6) ewer-crossing, (c) rain -wetting, 

AND (d) LOOKING AT AN UNCLEAN THING, — THE SAME 
CONCLUSION HOLDS GOOD. 

Bhd§ya. 

With, reference to the Jyotistoma — (a) the Mantra, * TvamagnJe vratapa 
mi, etc' has been laid down in connection with ‘ sleeping ’ j- — (£>•) the Mantra, 

‘ Demrapah, etc in connection with * river-crossing 5 ; — (c) the Mantra, 

* Udantanrojo dhatte, etc .’ in connection with ‘ rain -wetting 5 ; — (d) the 
Mantra, 1 Addbdham chaksuh^ etc' in connection with £ looking at an unclean 
thing 

The question that arises is — -when one— (a) sleeps again after having 
risen from sleep,— -or (6) crosses several streams of river, one after the 
other, — or (c) is wetted by rain over and over again,— or (d) looks at several 
unclean things at one and the same time, — should there be a repetition of 
the Mdnira concerned ? Or should it be recited only once ? 

The Purvapakga view is that — -“inasmuch as each of the repeated 
acts is a distinct act, there should be repetition of the Mantra 

The Siddhdnta is as follows In the case 'of sleeping and the rest also, 
it should be the same as in the carse of scratching i.e. the Mantra should be 
recited only once. When the man recites the Mantra in connection with sleep, 
it refers to sleeping throughout the night, not to only one instalment of 
sleep. Similarly, it is with reference to the crossing of all the streams, to all 
rain-wettings and to all imclean things. And as in each case the reference is 
made to the entire series at one and the same time, there is nothing to 
indicate with which particular action the Mantra is connected.— Hence 
there should be no repetition of the Mantra. 



Adhikarana (19) : At the retirement of the Initiated sacrificer 
the Mantra is not to he repeated. 

SUTRA (51). 

In the case of Retirement, till the purpose has been 

ACCOM PLl SHED. 

BhflSjjQ. : 

When the Initiated Person is retiring to rest, in connection with his 
Ijtaytang, there is the Mantra , * Bhadm dabhishtvpah prehi, etc.?. 

Tn regard to this, we proceed iu consider the question — Should the 
Jlswjrifieer repeat the Mantra each time *hnt he retires to rest ? or only once, 
ftt the beginning ? 

'^he,Pur^japak^a is that — ^ inasmuch as each retirement is perceived to-be 
a d$$,fanct act, the Mantra should be repeated with each Retirement,” 

fj|i answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta :—In the cam of Retire 
me/nfa till the purpose has been accomplished ; it is' for some purpose that the 
man retires,- — and till that purpose lias boon fulfilled, it is all a single act of 
‘ Retirement ’ ; hence the Mantra should b«. recited only once. 


Adhikabana (20) : There should be repetition of the 

‘ Uparava-mantra 

SUTRA (52). 

pPUBVAPAKSA] — “ The ‘ UPARAVA-MANTRA’ SHOULD BE HELD TO BE 
£ COMMON BECAUSE OF THE PLURAL NUMBER, — AS IN 
COMMON PARLANCE.” 

Bhasya. 

In connection with the Jyotistoma, there is the following Uparava- 
M antra— Rahsohano valgahano vaisnavdn khandmi * [laid down for the 
digging of the four pits called ‘ uparava ’]. 

In regard fro this there arises the question — Should this Mantra he 
recited only once in common for all the Pits ? or should it he repeated with 
each Pit separately ? 

The Purvapak$a is as follows : — •“ The Uparava-mantra should be held to 
b& in ‘ common’ , — he. it should be recited only once; — -why ? — because of the 
plural number ; we find the word ‘ vaisnavdn ’ in the plural number ; if the 
Mantra were meant to be repeated with each Pit, then the word with the 
plural ending would not be applicable to the single Pit ; — qs in common 
parlance , the plural number is not used with reference to any single thing. — 
Further, as a matter of fact, the Mantra, on being recited once, is .capable of 
applying to all the Pits ; and when it can do this, its repetition would be 
useless. — Hence it should be recited only once.” 

SUTRA (53). 

[SiddhAnta] — Not so ; because it helps directly. It is only 

AMONG SUCH ACTS AS ARE NOT DIRECTLY HELPFUL THAT THERE 
BEING NO DISTINCTION PERCEPTIBLE, THE 
RECITAL IS DONE ONCE ONLY, 

AS THE TIME IS ONE. 



Not so ; i.e. the Mantra should not be held to be * in common \ — ' Why ¥ 
— Because it helps directly ; the act of digging (of the Pit) is directly helpful ; 
and it is recognized as to be related to that particular Pit which it has helped. 
~r-The Mantra also is directly helpful ; because the end of the Mantra coincides 
with the beginning of the act (of Digging) ; — hence when the Mantra has been 
used in helping the digging of one Pit, the embellishment brought about by 
that Mantra, belongs' to that Pit alone, not to all the Pits. Hence in the 
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oust- in question, the Mantra is to be recited, not once only [but once with 
each of the four Pits]. 

It is only among such acts as are not directly helpf ul that, there being no 
distinction perceptible, the recital is done once only ; — i.e. those Mantras that 
are related to acts that are not directly helpful, — e.g. the Mantra 1 Deni 
bnthmdnah, etc used in. connection with the Inviting of the Siibrahmanya , — 
as the Upavasathya day is the one time for them, and no other distinction 
is perceptible, — they are recited once only. 

As for the argument that “ the word with the plural ending cannot 
signify any single thing ”, what is really meant to be signified by the word 
is what is denoted by the basic noun ; as for the ending, that denotes the 
objective character (of the Pit) ; and there is nothing that is denoted separately 
by the plural number itself ; in fact, it does not deserve to be denoted 
separately, as there is no term that can denote it. — Or the plural number 
may apply lo a single thing, the plural number being explained as signifying 
reverence. Thus there is no incongruity in the Siddhdnta view. 

SUTRA (54). 

I if THE CASE OP THE ‘ HAVISKRT,’ THE * AdHRIGU,’ THE * PURONUVAKYA,’ 
AND THE * MaNOtI,’ — THERE SHOULD BE REPETITION, BECAUSE 
OP THE DIPFEBENCE IN TIME. 

Bhasya. 

This Sutra sets forth the counter-instances to what has been said in the 
last three Sutras ; — being an answer to the question — Why has the Sutra (53) 
added the phrase ‘ KdlaiJcatvat ‘as the time is one 5 ? — The answer is 
provided in this Sutra which cites certain cases where the time not being one 
there is repetition. 


Or this Sutra (54) may be taken as setting forth a distinct Adhikamna 
as the following : — 

Adhikabana (21) : There should be repetition of the 

Mantras connected with the ‘ Haviskrt \ etc . 

SUTRA (54). 

Bhasya. 

(a) In connection with the Jyoti§toma , there are Savaniya-cakes offered 
at each ‘ Extraction ’ ; at these there is invitation of the Haviskrt (the 
sacrifice*’* wife, who prepares the offering) [for which the Mantra is 
* Havifhjrd&hi, efc.’] ; — (6) in connection with the Vdjapeya , there are the 
‘‘Sacrificial animals’, and also the ‘animals dedicated to PrajdpatV, in 
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reference to which there is the direction addressed to the Adhrigu-priest 
[this direction, being in the form of the Mantra — ‘ Daivydh shamitarah, etc.'] ; 

(c) there is the Puronuvakyd-Mantra [‘ Agne naya supathd, etc.’] related to the 
‘ two black-necked goats ’ — and (d) there is the Manota-hymn [* Tvam hyagne 
prathamo manota, etc’]. 

In regard to these, we proceed to consider the following question; — In 
these cases, is the Mantra to be recited only once ? Or is it to be repeated ? 

The Purvapak$a is that — “in order to. preserve the joint character of 
the actions, the Mantra should be recited only once.” 

In answer to this, there is the following Siddhdnta : — There should be 
repetition,; — why ? — because of the difference in time ; — when the * Inviting 
of the Haviskrt ’ , or the ‘ Directing of the Adhrigu is d.one at the Morning- 
Extraction, a distinctive feature is perceived whereby it is recognized that 
the Haviskrt referred to is one who makes the- Oakes for the Morning Extrac- 
tion and the Adhrigu is one connected with the sacrificial animals. — Similarly, 
inasmuch as the two ‘black-necked goats’ are separated by the * Saumya 
animal it is understood that the Puronuvakyd and the Manota appertain 
to the former of the two goats. — In all these cases the time is diderent, and 
by reason of this difference in time, a distinction is perceived ; hence there 
should be repetition. 

ST^PEfcA (55). 

Also because there is reversal of the Adhrigu. 

Bhdpya. 

In regard to the Adhrigu , there is this further peculiarity, that 
there would be ‘ reversal ’. That is, if the mantra were used * in common 
— then, if those details relating to the Adhrigu which come before the details 
of ‘ the animals dedicated to Prajapati — e.g. the mantra ‘ Ashrutapratyd- 
shrute afaidagnih, etc. — were performed at the Morning Extraction , — then 
the section ending with the Paryagnilcararyx would not be abandoned ; — if, 
in order vo avoid this incongruity, the said details were performed at the 
Brahmas&man, then there would be ‘reversal’, by performing, after the 
Adhrigu, of .'’hat should have been done before. — For this reason also there 
should be repetition. 

Further — 

SUTRA (56). 

Because of the declaration of wbax is going to be 

DONE. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the following declaration of the Adhriyu — * Arabmdhvam- 
upanayata which speaks of what is going to.be done at "die time ;*if this ^ 
were said at the Morning Extraction, then as that would nit be the proper 
thne for the act spoken of, the sentence would be unable to express that idea *, 
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— if the declaration is meant to be a direction , — -then too, the Dhection is for j 

the purpose of bringing about activity ; yet, in connection with the ‘ animals I 

dedicated to Prajapati the sentence is not used for prompting activity, — j 

because there is an intervention of a large lot of actions ; so that the notion 
of ‘ Directing * is lost sight of j and thereby also the sentence becomes inex- 
pressive. For this reason also the Siddhdnta is that there should be repetition 
of the Adhrigu-mantra. f 


End of Pdda iv of Adhydya XL 


m 


End of Adhydya XI. 


! 




ADHYAYA XII. 

PADA I. 

Adhikarana (1) : The 1 Praydja ’ and other rites connected 

with the Agnisomiya animal help the Galce . 

JBhdsya. 

‘ Tantra ’ (Common, Centralization) and ‘ Avapa ’ (Uncommon, Decen- 
tralization) have been dealt with under Discourse XI. Now under Discourse 
XII is going to be explained ‘ Prasanga' 1 , ‘ Extended Application \ The 
exact signification of the term ‘ Prasanga- ’ has been already explained above 
(under Sutm 11. 1. 1) in the words—' [That which is common is Tantra ; it 
is not prompted by the needs of other things] ; so also is Prasanga which 
lias its own injunction present’. — In short, when something done in one 
place is helpful in another place also, it is a case of ‘‘Prasanga ’ (Extended 
Application); for instance, when the Lamp lighted in the house illumines 
the public road also,— It is this Prasanga that we are going to consider 
now. 

In connection with the Agnigomiya-animal-sacrifice, there is an offering 
of Pashu -purodasha (Meat-cake), laid down in the text — ‘Having offered 
the omentum of the animal sacrificed to Agni-Soma, one should offer the 
Meat-cake baked on eleven pans, dedicated to Agni-Soma ’.—The question in 
regard to this is — Should the subsidiaries ( Praydja , etc.) he performed in 
connection with this Meat-cake-offering separately ? — or is it to be taken 
as helped by those same subsidiaries as they have been performed in con- 
nection with the main Animal-sacrifice ? 

The Purvapakga is stated in the Sutra itself : — 

SUTRA (1). 

[Purvapaksa — continued] — “ When there is a congregation oe such 
Main Sacrifices as have common accessory details, — there 

IS A COMMON PROCEDURE AMONG THOSE THAT ARE SIMILARLY 
ENJOINED ; AMONG THOSE NOT SO SIMILAR, THEBE 
SHOULD BE DIVERSITY ; BECAUSE IT IS FOR THE 
PURPOSE OE UNDERTAKING THE PERFOR- 
MANCE ; AND THAT IT IS JEOR 
THAT PURPOSE IS DUE TO THE 
DIRECT DECLARATION 

-of Time.” 

Bhasya. 

“The term ‘ tamra stance ior ^hat sot of accessory details which 
common ’—such as the * Ajyabhaga 1 and the rest for the first half, anJ 
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‘ Svtfitdkrt * and the rest for the second half ; — those Main sacrifices that 
have such a common set of accessory details are called ‘ tantn'n ’ ; — when 
there is a congregation of such Main Sacrifices, — i.e. when they are such as 
are to be performed at the same time and place and by the same performers, — 
then, among those that are similarly enjoined, — i.e. among those that are 
enjoined by the same sentence, — there is a common procedure ; as we find in 
the ease of the Darsha-Purnamasa and the Chitrd-Isti. — Among those not so 
similar there should be diversity ; i.e. among those that are not similarly 
enjoined, — i.e. are enjoined by distinct sentences, — there should be diversity 
of procedure ; as we find in the case in question itself, — of such injunctions 
as, ‘ One should sacrifice the animal dedicated to Agni-Soma ’, ‘ One offers the 
Meat-cake baked upon eleven pans, dedicated to Agni-Soma \ — ‘ Why 
should it be so ? * — Because it is for the purpose of undertaking the 
performance ; •* vidhi ’ is procedure, the performance of the subsidiaries ; — 
the * prakrama ’ of it is proceeding with it ; it is for the sake of undertaking 
the said performance ; i.e. it is recognized that the undertaking of the perform- 
ance is for that purpose ; i.e. it is understood that the undertaking of the 
performance is for the purpose of th© Animal-offering, not for that of the 
C ike. — < e But how is it recognized that the imdertaking of the performance is 
for the purpose of the Animal-offering ? ’ — That it is for that purpose is due to 
die direct declaration of pirne; it is by Direct Declaration that the time is 
indicated,— the time for the Animal-offering being indicated as after the 
bringing up of the animal dedicated to Agni-Soma ; it is in reference to that 
time that it has been enj'-A.ed ; the time for the Cake-offering being after 
the offering of the omentum. So that ‘ the undertaking of the performance ’ 
that is done on the occasion of the Animal-sacrifice is recognised to be for the 
purpose of the Animal-offering only. As for the Cake, it is not even known 
as yet (as to be offered) ; hence its procedure should be entirely distinct. — 
There is an indicative text also which points to the fact that the procedure 
in question is for the purpose of the Animal-offering — - Yadekudasha prayajdn 
yajati pashumeva tat prayajati ’ and ‘ Yadekadashanuydjan yajali pashumeva 
tadanuyajati ’ ; — the presence of the particle ‘ era ’ indicates emphasis, — the 
sense being that it is the Animal-offering only, not the Cake-offering.” 

SUTRA (2). 

jTffBVAPAK!? a — concluded] — “ The procedure should he different, 

ALSO BECAUSE OF THE MODIFICATION OF THE ACCESSORY AND 

the Time.” 

£ has i/a. 

Further, the Pray dj as and Anuyajas connected with the Animal-sacrifice 
are all such as undergo modifications regarding Accessories and Time; for 
nstance, (A) at the Animal-offering, both the Praydjas and the Anuyajas 
are eleven in number, — while at the Cake-offering there is need for only five 
Pntydjas and three Anuyajas; — the Anuyajas at the Animal-offer hi g are 
performed with the Cv rd yfhiffer-M ixiure, while the Cake-offering needs only 
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Clarified Butter ; — (B) similarly there is modification regarding Time also : 
The Praydjcts connected with the Cake-offering are performed when the 
offering-substance is close at hand, while those connected with the Animal- 
offering are performed while the animal is actually standing there, — as laid 
down in the text, ‘They offer the Praydjas over the standing animal — Thus 
if both these (Prayajas and Anuyajas) were not done separately for the 
Cake-offering, they would not be done properly. For this reason also, there 
should be separate performance.” 

SUTRA (3). * 

[SlDDHANTA] — I n ' PACT, IT SHOULD BE ACCOMPLISHED THROUGH THE 

Procedure op the Main offering itself ; because it has 

BEEN ENJOINED IN THE MIDDLE OP THE PROCESS ; SPECI- 
ALLY AS THE PURPOSE OP THE PROCEDURE IS 
NOT DISTINCT. 

Bhdsya. 

In fact, the procedure of the Cake-offering should not be performed 
separately ; it should be accomplished through the Procedure of the Main offering 
itself , — i.e. the Procedure of the Animal-offering itself would help the Cake- 
offering. — “ Why so ? ” — Because it has been enjoined in the middle of the 
Process ; as a matter of fact, the Cake-offering has been laid down in the 
middle of the process of the Animal-offering, in the text. — ‘ Agmsomvyasya 
vapayd pracharya agnifcmiyam pashupuroddshamekadashakapdlam nirvapati \ 
— “ What if it is so ? ” — It means that the purpose of the Procedure is not 
distinct ; — the term ‘ tantrdrtha ’ stands for the purpose of the Procedure , i.e. 
the help rendered by the subsidiaries,— and this remains non-distinct, i.e. the 
same, in the case of the Animal-offering and the Cake-offering ; because the 
condition of ‘ proximity ’ is the same in both cases; the subsidiaries per- 
formed in connection with the Animal-offering are in proximity to the Cake- 
offering also; and by virtue of this proximity, they also help the Cake- 
offering,— -like the Lamp ; i.e. just as the Lamp lighted in the house illumines 
the public road also. ** 

Objection — “ The example cited is not appropriate ; the help rendered 
by the Lamp is visible and is hence recognized by Direct Perception ; the 
help rendered by the subsidiaries, on the other hand, is imperceptible ; how 
can it he recognized ? ” 

Answer — This latter also is visible (cognisable) through the scriptures, 
and can be recognized on the authority of the scriptures; the scriptura* 
text hearing on the case being— ‘ They (the subsidiaries) should be per- 
formed as in the case of the Darsha -Purnamasa sacrifices \ If, then, they 
are done ‘as in the case of the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices’, wljy should 
they not help ? In the case of the Darsha Purnaindsa, they have rendered 
the help when performed at the same time and place and by the same 
performers as the Main sacrifice ; so in the case in question also, they are * 
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performed in the same manner ; and henee it follows that they render the 
same help here also. 

Says the Opponent — “ The subsidiaries in the ease in question are not 
quite like those in the case of the Darsha-Purnamdaa ; they have been 
performed at the Darsha-Purnamdsa in connection with the Main sacrifices ; 
here also they should be performed like that; they are however done, 
not in connection with the Gake, but in connection with the Animal ; hessoe 
they cannot be regarded as done, in regard to the Cake, ‘in the manSfe 
■of the Archetype V' 

The answer to this is as follows: — In regard to the Archetype, the 
teaching is not verbal, — there being no such declaration as that ‘ the Sub- 
sidiaries should be performed in reference to the Main Sacrifices ’ ; in fact it 
is so done simply because of the exigencies of the situation ; simply because it 
is desired to perform them in that manner ; — what is done at the Arehetyfsse 
under the stress of exigencies cannot be made admissible elsewhere (at the 
eexypes) by virtue of the General Law ; because it is only the procedure of 
the action that is needed at these latter ; hence only that much is brought 
in under the General Law which has been actually enjoined by a text ; not 
anything beyond that. Thus it is that, even though not performed fc 
reference to the Main Sacrifices, the subsidiaries may be regarded as per- 
formed ‘in the manner of the Archetype’. — From all this we conclude that 
help is actually rendered by Prasanga (Extended Application). 

Opponent — “ Such being the case, this ‘ Prasanga ’ is in no way different 
from ‘ Tantra ’.” 

Hot so ; what is ‘ common ’ in the ease of * Tantra ’ is the subsidiary 
itself, while in the case of 6 Prasanga ’, it is the help rendered by the subsidiary 
that is ‘common ’ ; as a matter of fact, this help too is not exactly common ; 
what happens is that the help rendered to one benefits the other also 

SUTRA (4). 

Even on account of ‘ modification \ there would be no difference ; 

AS THE PURPOSE SERVED IS NOT MODIFIED. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued above that “ the procedure should be different, also 
because of the modification of the Accessory and the Time ” (Su. 2). Our 
answer to this is as follows : — Even on account of a * modification ’ there would 
be no difference , as the purpose served is riot modified ; the ‘ purpose served ’ 
is the help rendered by the subsidiaries ;— this is not modified ; it remains the 
same as at the Darsha-Purnamasa. — “ How do you know that ? ” — Answer — 
The Praydjas and Anuydjas that are performed are related to the Darsha- 
Purnamasa ; — the names ‘ Praydja ’ and ‘ Anuyaja ’ are well known ; aV 
these corn'* into the sacrifice in question by virtue of the General Law add 
jn aios- proximity; — it is also Only reasonable that words should refer 
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to things in the same context nor is it right to take a word as having more 
than one meaning hence it follows that the Praydjas and Anuydjas are 
those related to the Darsha-Purnamasa, and that the help rendered by them 
is aLo related to the Darsha-Pdrnamasa ; in connection with the Darsha- 
Purnamasa, this help is well known ; if the Prayajas and Anuydjas rendered 
help other than that related to the context (benefiting the Darsha -Purnamasa ) , 
then, by reason of their doing what is not related to the context, they would 
not become admissible under the General Law ; they would, in fact, be some- 
thing entirely new, — -just like the ‘ anointing with Guggulu ’ at the Sattra. 
—If then, they did not come in under the General Law, then one and the 
same text would have two functions, — of laying down the Prayajas , as well 
as this modification of the Prayajas and yet a single text, appearing only 
•once, cannot enjoin two things. If, under the circumstances, these Prayajas 
were something entirely new (unknown), — then the details related to the 
Archetype would also come in by virtue of the General Law ; and in that 
•case it would not be possible for the number of oblations at the Vaishvadeva 
to become ‘ Thirty ’, as described in the text — * Nine Prayajas,- — nine 
Anuydjas,— two Ajyabhab gas , — eight offerings one takes out for Agni, and then 
offers to the Vdjins,—m order to make up the number Thirty 

From all this it follows that, even though there is modification of the 
Accessories, the help rendered to the Archetype remains unmodified end 
this help, as rendered there, benefits the Cake-offering also; so that even 
on account of the modification of the Accessory and the Time, there is to be 
no difference in the Procedure. Thus it is that tins help is sought after by 
both, the Animal-offering as well as the Cake-offering ; — -at both '.of .those the 
subsidiaries are performed * in the manner of the Archetype ’ hence, 
by being performed once, they help, both, 

“ For what purpose then is the modification ? ” 

It is for the purposes oi the Animal-offering ; the said modification: is 
found mentioned among the Praydjas and Anuydjas related to the Animal- 
offering and the subsidiaries are not common to the Animal-offering and 
the Cake-offering ; the fact of the matter is that these subsidiaries belong 
to the Animal-offering only,- — and yet even so, they benefit the Cake-offering 
also, on account of proximity ; as already explained above. 

•Then again, even when the Anuydjas are performed with the Curd- 
Butter -Mixture, they may be regarded as performed with ‘ Clarified Butter \ 
because the c mixed character ’ does not destroy the nature of the £ Biitter 1 ; 
for instance, when a man is told to feed on milk,- if the milk given to him is 
mixed with sugar, that does not involve an infringement of the former 
statement; as .mixed with the sugar also, the milk remains milk all the 
same. — Similarly, when a man performs the eleven Praydjas, the five of these 
that he performs are those same that are related to the -Archetype, and if 
the six others that he performs are other than those related to the 
Archetype, this latter act of his does not mean that the former five have not 
been performed. — So also if the Praydjas are performed while the Animal 
is standing there, they may be regarded as performed m conitection with the 
Cake , — all that has happened is only that the original order bf sequence has 
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been abandoned; but the order of sequence is only an accessory detail; — 
and it is not right for the Main act 10 be repeated for the sake of an accessory 
detail ; as the Main act cannot blunder the influence of the Accessory Detail ; 
it may be that the abandonment of the order of sequence necessitates an 
Expiation ; but there cannot be repetition of the Main act..- “ 
the Expiation would have to be done”. — It is certainly done, — the oblation 
offered with the mantra * Ayashchdgne, etc.’ being declared to be an expiation 
for all sins (of omission and commission). — Or even the Expiation may not 
bo necessary, as the abandoning of the order is due to certain circumstances. 
Thus then there is no incongruity at all. 

SUTRA (5). 

AfeSO BECAUSE IN THE CASE OF SOME, IT CANNOT BE DONE. 

Bhctsya. 

In the case of some of the details, it is not possible for them to be done 
separately ; as for instance, the Bringing up of the Fire to the Platform, 
and the Vratopdyana (Restricted Feeding). When the Platform has been 
set up once and remains undemolished, it cannot be set up again; for a 
thing that has been made once need not he made again, so long as the one 
made continues to exist.-— It might be argued that “ a second Platform can 
certainly be set up”. — This would be sheer fool -hardiness ; and secondly, the 
second one set up would be not quite straight (as the exactly straight position 
would be taken up by the Platform already in existence) ; and this would 
lead to a confusion of the quarters ; — and it would also involve separate 
altars, which is not countenanced by the scriptures ; and lastly, it would 
mean the abandonment of the principle that * the subsidfaiies should be 
performed at the same time and place and by the same performers as the 
Main sacrifices ’.—Thus then the said Bringing u p of the F, ire being for the 
purpose of securing the Ahavaniya Fire, — and this having been secured by the 
first Bringing up, — it cannot be secured over again in the same manner in which 
it has been already secured. — It might be argued that “ one can set up another 
Ahavaniya Fire”. — But as a matter of fact, so long as the first Ahavdrwya 
remains unextinguished, there can be no second Ahavaniya ; because firstly, 
the Garhapatya Fire and the Ahavaniya Fire are both located in the same 
place ; — and if the Ahavaniya were removed, the Garhapatyp would he left 
alone ; just as, when out of the Clarified Butter contained in the Dhruvd- 
vessel, winch is common to all offerings, the Clarified Butter fqr the purposes 
of the Upamshuyaja has been taken out, what is left becomes useful for the 
offerings to other deities ; — and secondly , the 'process suggested would bring 
about the anomaly of two separate Altars, as in the previous case ; and this 
would involve all those incongruities that have been pointed out above. — 
Similarly the Vow taken up once cannot he taken up again, unless the former 
lias been given up ; and it cannot be given up until the final completion of 
the 'Main sacrifice. 
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SUTRA (6). 

Also because there is a text indicating the same Fire. 

Bhdsya. 

The following text shows that the Animal-offering and the Cake-offering 
are related to one and the same Fire — ‘ Madhye' gnerdjyahutlrjvhoti, puroda- 
shdhutih pashvahutishcha ’ [‘ At the centre of the Fire, one offers the oblations 
of Clarified Butter, those of the Cake and those of the Animal ’]. This 
means that there can Be no separate Bringing up of the Fire ; from which it 
follows that the Procedure of the Animal-offering is applicable to (and helps) 
the Cake-offering. 


Adiiikarana (2) : The ‘ Two Ajyabhdga-offerings ’ should 

be made, in connection with the ‘ Cake offering 5 

SUTRA (7). 

According to Jaimini, when there is possibility of the external 

'-PROCEDURE COMING IN, THE INTERNAL PROCEDURE SHOULD BE 
EXCLUDED. 

Bhdsya. 

In regard to the same 4 Meat-cake ’, there arises the following question 
— Should the 4 Ajyabhdga-offerings ’ be made or not ? 

[There is the distinct prohibition — ‘ These two Ajyabhdga-offerings are not made 
at the Animal-sacrifice ’ ; -thus, when they are absent at the Animal-sacrifice, they 
cannot come into the Cake-offering by ‘ Extended Application ’ ( Prasanga ) by virtue 
of the preceding Adhikararia ; hence, the conditions of the preceding A dhikarana not 
being fulfilled, the matter remains in doubt.] 

It is remarked, in this connection, that what has got to be considered 
here is — Does the 4 General Law 5 become set aside by the ' Declaration of 
Procedure * ? Or the ‘ Declaration of Procedure ’ by the ‘ General Law ’ ? 
— If the ‘ General Law ’ is set aside, then the Ajyabhdga-offerings should 
not be made ; while if the c Declaration of Procedure ’ is set aside, then the 
said offerings should be made. — What then is the right course 1 

The Purvapaksa is as follows : — “ It is the * General Law ’ that is set 
aside. — Why 1 — Because the 4 General Law 5 is inferential (functioning in- 
directly) while the 4 Declaration of. Procedure * is directly perceptible ; and 
what is perceptible is certainly more authoritative than what is inferential ; 
and the setting aside of the inferential is more reasonable than that of the 
perceptible , Such being the case, the Ajyabhdga-ofterings should not be 
made ; as they could come in only by virtue of the General Law, and this, 
having been set aside in this case, is not operative at all.” 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta : — The opinion of the 
revered Teacher Jaimini is that the Ajyabhdga-offermgs should be made 
in the case in question. — 44 Why ? ” — Because when there is possibility of the 
external procedure coining in, the internal procedure should be excluded ; in a 
case where the adopting of the action’s own procedure brings in the proce- 
dure of another action, the former should be excluded ; e.g. the procedure 
of the Animal -sacrifice becomes excluded in the case of the Praydjas related 
to the Cake-offering ; — where however, no such external procedure is likely 
*to come in, it is not right to exclude it ; e.g. when Devadatta gets on to 
Yajnadatta's conveyance, it is only Devadatta' s conveyance that goes away, 
not his clothes and ornaments. — In the case in question, the adopting 
of the Ajyabhdgas does not bring in any part of the procedure of the 
iAnimal-sacrifice ; hence, it is not right to exclude it; hence, they should 
not be excluded. As regards the argument that 44 the 4 Declaration of Proce- 
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dure* is directly perceptible”, — as a matter of fact, the ‘Declaration of 
Procedure * is not operative in this case at all ; all that the said Declaration 
could do would be to bring in the subsidiaries, — and the Mcat-cake-offerings. 
have all their subsidiaries in the subsidiaries of the Animal-sacrifice itself; 
hence, even though it is directly perceptible, it does not take in the Ajyabhdgas ; 
the Declaration of Procedure, as a rule, takes in only that subsidiary 
which is close by in the context ; — the Ajyabhdgaa however are not present 
at the Animal-sacrifice at all, having been preceded by the Prohibition ‘ one 
should not offer the Ajyabhdgaa at the Animal-sacrifice or at the Soma- 
sacrifice \ — Then again, it has been already explained that the ‘ Declaration 
of Procedure ’ takes in only such subsidiaries as are already there, while the 
‘ General Law ’ brings them into existence and also takes them in ; hence, it- 
is this latter that is the more authoritative of the two. 


Adhik arana (3) : At the Soma-sacrifice , the Platform 
related to the Darsha shall not he erected. 

SUTRA (8). 

[Purvapak§a] — “ Inasmuch as they serve different purposes, 

THERE SHOULD BE ERECTION OF THE SECOND PLATFORM 
AT THE SOMA-SACRIFICE FOR THE ECTYPES OF THE 
Darsha-POrnamas A . ’ 5 

Bhasya. 

Ia connection with the Soma-sacrifice, there are certain rites related to 
the Darsha-Purnamusa which are performed on the Major Platform.- — 
In regard to thisr-w-e- proceed to consider the following question — For the' 
performance of these rites, should another Platform be erected ? — or not ? 

The Purvapahsa is as follows : — * A separate Platform should be erected ; 
— why ? — because the General Law indicating the erectioh, the erection of 
such a Platform would be -ip accordance with that Law. — * The Platform of 
the Soma-sacrifice itself Wuld accomplish all that is necessary, through 
Prasahga (Extended Application) \ — It could not accomplish it ; — why ?■ — - 
because they serve different purposes ; the two Platforms in question serve two 
entirely different purposes — the one related to the Darsha-Purnamdsa is 
used for the securing and keeping of the offering-materials, while that related 
to the Soma is used for the moving about ; so that in this case, there could 
be no ‘ extended application * ; as there is * extended application ’ only in 
cases where the subsidiary of the Original sacrifice serves the same purpose 
as the intervening subsidiary ; as for instance, the Praydjas related to the 
Animal-sacrifice find ‘extended application’ in the Cake-offerings. This 
condition is not fulfilled in the case in question ; hence the second Platform 
should be erected.” 

SUTRA (9). 

[SlDDHiNTA] — As A MATTER OF FACT, THERE SHOULD BE NO ERECTION ; 

AS IT WOULD ONLY VITIATE (THE OTHER). 

Bhasya . 

As a matter of fact, the Platform related to the Darsha should not be 
erected at the Aoma-sacrifice. — “ Why ? Because it would only vitiate die 
other ; i.e. if .another Platform were erected, it would only mean that the 
Soma-Platform already erected is defective, and it would not accomplish 
any purpose of its own. — “ It would,serve the purpose of keeping the offering- 
materials ”. — That however could very well be done on the Major Platform 
itself. — “ But that is for a totally different purpose, as we have already pointed 
out”. — Even while serving that different purpose,, it could certainly serve 
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the purposes of a receptacle for the offering-materials.; — it has been laid down 
that the offering -material should be kept upon the Platform ; — the Major 
Platform also is a platform and there are no conditions laid down as that 
the materials should be kept on a Platform which serves that purpose alone. 
-—From all this it follows that the Darsha-Platform should not be erected at 
the Soma-sacrifice. 



Adhikarana (4): At the Soma-sacrifice, the oblations 
relating to the Savana- Animals, etc. should be offered 
with the Sruva and other implements used at the 
Darsha-sacrifice. 

SUTRA (10). 

[PUrvapaksa] — “ In regard to the Implements, there should be 
‘ Extended Application because they are eor the purpose 

OE OEEERING OBLATIONS.” 

Bhd#ya. 

In connection with the Soma-sacrifice , there are certain rites related to 
the Dafsha-Purnamasa which would appear to be connected with the Ladles 
and Cups used at the Soma -sacrifice,-— such rites for instance, as the £ Savana 
Animal \ the ‘ Savana Cakes the * Savma Cooked Rice 

In regard to these we proceed to consider the question — Should the 
oblations at these Rites be offered with their own Ladles and Cups ? Or 
with the Sruva and other implements used at the Darsha-sacrifice ? . 

The Purvapakqa is as follows : — “ In the case of implements, there should, 
be * Extended Application * ; — why ? — becahse they are for the purpose of offering 
oblations; — the implements in question only serve the purpose of the 
offering of oblations, — and this purpose can be served by the said Cups 
and Ladles also ; — the Rites in question too, are included within the sphere 
of the Soma-sacrifice ; hence, the oblations at these should be offered (as at 
the Soma) with the Cups and Ladles.” 

StJTRA (II). 

[SiddhAnta]— -The right course is to use the Implements in 

QUESTION, — AS THEY HAVE BEEN IN USE ALREADY ; IT IS ONLY IE 
THEY COULD NOT BE USED THAT THERE COULD BE 

‘ Extended application 

; Bhasya. , 

The right course would be to use the implements used at the JDarsha r 
Purnam&ea, — and it is with these that the oblations should be offered;-—* 
Why ? — because they have been in use already ; the implements in .question 
there, having been already used; it has been declared that— ‘‘if they 
Were to obtain the Soma before having taken up the Clarified Butter, they 
Would destroy the sacrifice, and if they obtain the Soma after having taken 
u^ the Clarified Butter, then they would not destroy the sacrifice * ; so 
that (for the taking of the Clarified Butter) first of all the sruva and other 
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implements of the Darsha have to be used, — they have to be washed and 
cleaned and then the Clarified Butter is to be taken up with them ; hence, 
these implements are there already, having been used in connection with 
the Clarified Butter. It is only if they could not be used that there could be 
‘ extended application ’ ; in a case where the subsidiary of the sacrifice 
included in the sphere of the Soma-sacrifice is one that has not been used, 
then alone is there an * extended application ’ of the subsidiary of the 
Soma-sacrifice, for serving the purposes of that subsidiary ; because it is only 
when one has not got the thing of his own that he obtains it from another ; it is 
only when Devadatta has not got his own conveyance near at hand that he rides 
in Yajhadatta's 'conveyance ; if his own conveyance is at hand, he goes on 
his own ; because the pleasure that he derives from riding in another’s con- 
veyance is not at all like that which he derives from riding in his own 
conveyance. Similarly, the excellence that is acquired by the Cakes through 
the use of the implements of the FJarsha-sacrifi.ee is not attained through the 
use of the Cups and Ladles ; because in the case of the former the articles 
are of wood xxsed at the Archetype, and hence it is possible to perform the 
Washing and other Embellishments ; in the case of the Cups and Ladles, on 
the other hand, they have to be omitted. Further, those implements that 
are related to the Soma itself have no connection with the Cakes. 

“In ease the implements of the Darsha had not been used, would it 
be possible for the Gups and Ladles to come in by 5 extended application ’ V ” 

Not so, we reply ; even so, what would come in by ‘ extended applica- 
tion ’ would be the implements of the Darsha itself. There is ‘ extended 
application ’ only in cases where the subsidiary performed in connection 
with the Main Sacrifice becomes performed (i.e. helpful) also for the other 
sacrifice ; e.g. when the Prayajas are performed in connection with the 
Animal-sacrifice, they help .the Cake-offerings also. — In the case in question 
however, if the Cups and Ladles are used, the others do not become used by 
that use ; certainly when the jSbma is offered, it is not the Cakes that become 
offered . — For these reasons, there can be no ‘ Extended Application ’ in this 
case. 

“ What happens then ? ” 

We explain : — There would be ‘ extended application ’ if they had not been 
in use ; i.e. if the use of the implements in question were not possible, — 
or if it were actually prohibited, — then alone would there be an ‘ extended 
application ’ (of the /Soma-accessories). 

Then again, the right course is that in the case in question, the Darsha - 
implements should be used, not the Cups and Ladles (of the Soma). — “ On 
what grounds would this be the right course ? ’’-—The implements in question 
come into the Darsha-Purrmmasa in accordance with scriptural texts, and 
therefore they become transferred to the Cake-offering by the General Law. 
The touch of the scriptural text is quite distinct. On the other j n 

connection with no sacrifice has the offering of oblations been laid down 
as to be done with the Ladles and Cups ; so that such offering could be made 
only if there were an actual need for doing it; when there is no verbal 
declaration to that effect, an act can be done only if there is actual need for it. 
54 
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There is the following text which also indicates the use of the Darsha - 
implements in question at the Soma-sacrifice — * Yunajmi te prthimm jyoti§d 
saheti dhmvamabhimrshati, yunajmi vayunantariksena te saha ityupabhrtam, 
yunajmi vdcham saha diva suryeneti juhum ’ [where three implements are 
mentioned — Dhruvd, Upabhrta and Juhu , all which are connected with the 
Darsha -sacrifice}. 

From all this it follows that at the Soma-sacrifice, the oblations should 
be offered with the implements in question. 


(5) : The * Meat-Cake ’ sMZ %o£ 6e cooked at 

the c Shamitra Fire \ 

SUTRA. (12). 

The Meat-oake shall not be cooked at the Shamitra Fire, as 

THE OTHER HAS BEEN IN USE ALREADY. 

Bha§ya. 


In connection with the same Cake, we proceed to consider the question — 
Is it to be cooked at the Shamitra Fire or at the Shalamuhhiya Fire f 

The same Principle — ‘The other being already in use’ — is applicable 
here also. It has been laid down that the cooking of offering-materials 
should be done at the Odrhapatya Fire ; and this is already in use, it having 
been declared that ‘ The Shaldmukhiya Fire itself becomes the Gdrhapatya 
after this ’ ; — hence, the cooking in question should be done at this Shala- 
mukhiya Fire. 


Adhikarana (6): At the 4 Kaundapayinai?myana ’ the 

1 Agnihotm-material 5 should be cooked at the 
i Prdjahita 5 (Garhapatya) Fire. 

SUTRA (13). 

The cooking of the ‘ Agnihotra ’ should hot be done at the 

Shalamukhiya Fire, because the Prajahita Fire is present. 

Bhdsya. 

In regard to the Aynihotra performed in connection with the Kaunda- 
pajindmayana, we proceed to consider the question — Should the Material 
to be used therein be cooked at the Shdldmukhiya Fire ? Or at the Prajahita 
Fire ? — ‘ Prajahita ’ is the name given to the Garhapatya Fire by the ancient 
Teachers. • 

Here also the same principle is applicable : The cooking of offering- 
materials has been laid down as to be done at the Garhapatya ; — this Garha- 
patya , therefore, is in use there already , — -it is only when something is 
not already in use that there can be extended application (Su. 12). — There are 
many explanations possible here. — The Shdldmukhiya comes in by virtue of 
the General Law, — in connection with the Jyolistoma, this same Shdldmukhiya 
has been declared to be the Garhapatya, — and indirectly through the General 
Law, this same Shdldmukhiya comes on into the Kaundapdyinamayana ; 
while the cooking is indicated by Name as to be done at the Prdjahita Fire 
(which is another name for the Garhapatya on which the Cooking of all 
materials has been laid down) ; — the Name is more authoritative than the 
General Law ; hence, the cooking in question should be done at the Prdjahita 
Fire. 



Adhikarana (7): The 4 Vegetable-calces ’ should be pre- 

pared in a cart other than the two 4 Havirdhdna Carts ’ 
that come in at the Jyotistoma. 

SUTRA (14). 

[PffR¥APAK§A]— £ The two Havirdhana Carts should serve the 

PURPOSES. OF .THE PREPARATION, AS THEY HAVE. BEEN ALREADY 
IN USE.” ■ 

Bhasya. 

Alter the two Havirdhdna Carts have been set up, — there follow certain, 
sacrifices at which the substance offered contains vegetable ingredients,— 
such as, the Meat-cake-ojffenngr, the Savaniya - cakes, the Saumya -charu. 

In regard to these, we proceed to consider the question — Are these 
substances to be prepared in one of the two Havirdhdna Carts themselves ? 
Or should another cart be secured for that purpose ? 

The Piirvapaksa is as follows The two Havirdhdna Carts should serve 
the purpose of the preparation, — or one of them only. — Why ? — Because they 
have been in we already ; the Havirdhdna Cart has been in use already, and it 
is quite capable of serving the purpose of preparing the substances in question ; 
under the circumstances, if another cart were to be secured for that purpose, 
it would be a superfluous act. Hence, the substances should be prepared 
with the help of one of the Havirdhdna Carts themselves (and no other cart is 
to be secured).” 

SUTRA (15). 

[SlDDHANTA] — As A MATTER OP PACT, THERE CAN BE NO FULFILMENT 

(BY THAT MEANS), AS THE PLACE BEING DIFFERENT, THE MAIN 
SACRIFICE WOULD BECOME DEPEOTIVE AND THERE CAN 
BE ‘ EXTENDED APPLICATION * ONLY WHEN IT 
CAUSES NO DEFECT. 

Bhasya. 

There can be no fulfilment of the preparation, by means of the Havirdhana 
Carts ; that is, the substances should not be prepared with the help of these 
carts. — “ Why ? ” — Because the Mam sacrifice would become defective,— 
[on account of the place being different] — the * place ’ of the preparation is as 
follows : — The cart is placed behind the Qarhapatya Fire and in front of the 
lsa,~r then the Priest gets upon its right wheel and makes the preparation 
there. Such being the place of the ‘ Preparation ’, if the Preparation were 
done on the Havirdhdna Cart , — then, this Havirdhana Cart (which contains 
Soma-shoots), would have to be brought up to the place just described ; and 
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tills would make the Main Soma-sacrifice defective ; — the erection and location 
of the Havirdhana Carts have been made with suitable mantras and in accord- 
ance with certain strict rules ; and all this would become nullified (by the 
removal of the Havirdhana ) ; it is possible that the erecting and locating might 
be done again ; but this would involve a repetition not sanctioned by the scrip- 
tures. — As a matter of fact, it is only when it causes no defect in the Main act, 
that ‘ Extended Application * may be right ; because it is the character of the 
Main act from which all the rest derive their sustenance, each according to the 
texts bearing upon it, — all the rest being, as they are, entirely dependent 
(on something else). If, for some reason, the purposes of these subordinate 
factors are not accomplished by the means laid down in the scriptures, then 
those purposes might well be left unfulfilled, — or any other means might be 
employed; — but they could not accomplish their purposes by upsetting the 
Main sacrifice.- — “ But why cannot the Preparation be made at the very 
place where the Havirdhana has been located? ” — In that case the said acts 
(involved in the ‘Preparation’) would become defective — “ That may be 
so ; those acts are subordinate factors and as such they must follow the 
predominant factor just as it happens to be ; e.g. the Meat-cake follows the 
Praydjas of the Animal-sacrifice, even though these latter appear at a different 
time * — The answer to this is as follows In the case cited, it is right that 
it should be so ; because the Praydjas have been performed already, and 
what lias been already done cannot be done again simply to preserve the 
order of sequence (of something else). In the case in question however, the / 
Preparation is still to he made ; and if it is possible to make it fully equipped 
with all its details, it should be made as so equipped ; — as a matter of fact, 
it is possible to make it so equipped by securing another cart ; hence, it 
follows that the said Preparation should not be done in one of the Havirdhana 
Oarte. 

SUTRA (16). 

At.R O BECAUSE WE BIND THE ‘ CABTS ’ SPOKEN OE (IN THE PLURAL 

Ntjmbeb). 



We find a plurality of Oarts spoken of in the text — ‘ Anamsi pravartayanti * 
[‘ They set up several Oarts ’]. — From this also it follows that another cart 
(other than the two Havirdhana Carts) should be secured. 



Adhikabana (8) :* At the ‘ Prayaniya and other offerings , 
there should he separate ‘ Keeping of Vigil ’ in con- 
nection with the Initiation. 

SUTRA (17). 

That which is connected with that [cannot apply], on account op 

THE DIEEERENCE OP TIME. 

BTtdsya. 

In connection with the Soma-sacrifice, the ‘ Keeping of Vigil ’ has been 
laid down as to be done at the time of the Initiation — * Yam prathamam 
ratrimjdgarti, etc. \ In connection with the Darsha-Purnamasa also, for some 
people, the said ‘Vigil’ has been laid down as to be done on the Aupava- 
sathya Day. This ‘ Keeping of the Vigil ’ becomes admissible, under the 
General Law, into the ‘ Prayaniya ’ and other offerings (which have the 
above Main sacrifices for their Archetypes). 

In regard to this— [the question being — Does the Vigil kept at the time of 
the Initiation serve the purposes of the Prayaniya and other minor sacrifices— 
or should a separate Vigil be_ kept in connection with these latter ?]— the 
Purvapaksa is that “ the Vigil that has been kept at the time of the Initiation 
will, by ‘ Extended Application serve the purposes of these minor sacrifices 
[and hence it should not be done separately] In answer to this, we have 
the following Siddhdnta : — That which is connected with that, — i.e. the Vigil 
kept in connection with the Initiation— cannot have its application extended 
to other acts ; — why ? — because of the difference in time ; if, as a matter of 
fact, the Vigil is kept for the purpose that there may be no carelessness in 
the safe keeping of all saorificial accessories, then what are so guarded by the 
Vigil kept at the time of Initiation are only those accessories that are there, 
at the time,— so that no other become guarded by that Vigil; hence for the 
purpose of the guarding of the other accessories of the Prayaniya and other 
minor sacrifices, the Vigil should be kept separately at the time of the 
Aupavasathya . — Even if the Vigil were meant to serve only an unseen purpose 
(and not that of guarding the sacrificial accessories), then also the 
Aupavasathya night would be the occasion for the keeping of the Vigil; and 
when the occasion is there, whatever is due to be done on that occasion should 
be done. — From all this it follows that in connection with the Prayaniya 
and the rest, the Vigil should be kept separately. 



Adhikarana (9) : At separate Altars , the Mantras should be 
recited separately. 

SUTRA (18). 

Mantras also (should be recited separately), as they 

HELP DIRECTLY. 

Bhdsya. 

At the Varunapraghdsa sacrifices, there are two separate Altars (one 
fa? the Adhvaryu and another for the Praiiprasthdir) ; in connection with 
these there are certain Mantra* that operate upon them directly, — along with 
the Taking up of Clarified Butter, Besprinkling and Touching. 

The question that arises is — Should these Mantras be recited ‘ in 
common ’ for the two Altars ? or separately ? 

This discussion bears, not upon Prasahga (the subject-matter of the 
present discourse), but upon T antra and Avdpa (the subject of the previous 
discourses). 

The Piirvapaksa is that — “ the Mantras should be recited ‘ in common ’, 
for the purpose of honouring the Declaration of Procedure”. 

In answer to this, the Siddhanta is as follows : — The reciting of Mantras 
also — in connection with the Taking up of Clarified Butter, etc. — -should be 
done Separately why ? — because they help directly ; the Mantras in question 
are all such as help directly, as they signify the action that is present at the 
time ; as a matter of fact, the Adhvaryu and the Pratipraslhdtr (who are in 
charge of the two Altars severally) come up in connection with separate 
action# ; — hence the Mantf'as should be recited separately. 

Further, it is going to be explained under Su. 12. 3. 24, that all the 
agencies operating upon actions end with the Mantra ; and that being so, a 
Mantra must be regarded as subservient to the purposes of that Act upon 
which it operates ; and by virtue of this differentiating condition, there 
should be repetition of Mantras. 



Amiikaiiana (10) : There shall be no c Agnyanvadhana 5 

at the Diksaniya and other sacrifices. 

[The next few Adhikaranas up to Adhi. 18. deal with those Istis that form part 
of the Soma-sacrifice , but which have the Darsha-Purriamdsa for their Archetype.] 

SUTRA (19). 

At the Soma-saceifige, there is no c Agnyanvadhana as it is foe 

THE PUBPOSE OF MAINTENANCE. 

Bhasya. 

I ft course of the Soma-sacrifice there are certain Istis, like the Diksaniya, ; 
at these the rite of ' Agnyanvadhana’ ( Reinstallation of Fire) becomes ad- 
missible under the General Law. The question is — Should this Rite be 
performed or not ? 

The Purvapaksa is that — -“ it should be performed ; because only by so 
doing would the General Law be obeyed.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — The Agnyanvadhana 
should, hot be performed at the Dik§aniya, etc. — why ? — because it is for the 
'pwposc of maintenance ; the Agnyanvadhana is meant to be done for the 
purpose of maintaining (keeping up) the Fire that has been brought up ; 
that rite has been already performed in connection with the Fire brought 
out for the performance of the Soma-sacrifice, — and the Fire has been main- 
tained by that means; there can be no maintaining of what has been 
maintained already.— “But that is done without Mantras — True, it is 
done without Mantras ; but it lias been done all the same; and What has 
been done once need not be done again, only for the purpose of reciting the 
Mantras. — From all this it follows that the Agnyanvadhana should not be 
done at the Diksaniya and other Istis. 


Adhikabaka (11) : At the Dihsamyd and other Istis there 

is to be no ‘ Taking of the Vow \ 

SUTRA (20). 

SO ALSO TITS ‘ VOW % BECAUSE IT HAS BEEN ALREADY 
TAKEN. 

Bluisya, 

At the said Biksaniya, and the rest, there is admissible, tinder the General 
Law, the ; taking of the vow ’ which has been enjoined in connection with the 
Z>ar$ha-Purnam&8a. [The question being as to whether or not this vow 
should b.t taken, at the Diksamya,\ etc.] the Siddhanta is that, like the 
Agnyantgdhdna, this vow should notjbe taken; — became it has been already 
laken j that which has been taken and not yet finished cannot be taken up 
again; the act of 'taking up’ consists in obtaining what has not been 
obtained ; and hence it cannot be done to what has been already obtained. 

SUTRA (21). 

Also because of incompatibility. 



The words pronounced by the person taking up the ‘ vow ’ are — 4 Ague 
vratapate vrataUcliciri^ydmi. ’ which contains the verb in the future tense ; 
and this would be ‘ incompatible ’ with the vow if it were already present. 

SUTRA (22). 

“ It may be like Truth-telling ”, — if this is urged [then the answer 
is as below]. 

Bhasya. 

Says the Opponent — “ Why can it not be like ‘Truth-telling’ Just 
as - the vow of Truth-telling, being a naan’s duty, continues throughout life, 
and yet it is taken at the Daraha-PurwmdmP 

SUTRA (23). 

That cannot be ; because of the connections being distinct. 
Bhasya. 

The case of the vow in question is not analogous to that of 4 Truth- 
telling ’ became of th$ connections being distinct ; in the case of 4 Truth- 
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telling there are two distinct ‘ connections ’ — that of the Man, and that of 
the sacrifice ; so that having been previously taken up as pertaining to the 
Man (as his general duty), it becomes taken up again in connection with the 
sacrifice.- — ■“ In the case in question also, there is distinctness of connection ; 
having been taken up previously in connection with the Soma-offering, it 
may be taken up again in connection with'the lsti , \ — In the case in question, 
there is no need for * taking up the vow ’ again, — as that which has been done 
already in connection with the Soma-sacrifice will accomplish its purpose at 
the other sacrifice also, through * Extended Application \ — “ In the other 
ease (of Truth-telling) also, the purpose could be accomplished in the same 
manner — It might accomplish it if it were previously known that it. is for 
the purpose of accomplishing a certain desire , as a matter of fact however, 
this fact is recognized only in connection -with the Darsh a -Pilrnamdsa itself 
(not before that) ; while in the case in question, this fact has been already 
recognized in connection -with the Archetypal sacrifice. Hence the citing 
of the case of ‘ Truth-telling * cannot serve as an instance in point. 

The necessity of the recognition of the accessory (of Truth-telling, e.g.) 
serving the purposes of the Main action lies in the fact of that being the 
determining factor in the deciding of the Exact Expiation; — as explained 
under Sutra 3. 4. 12-13. 



Adiiikarana ( 12 ) : At the ‘ Istis \ there is to be no 4 Agnyan- 
vadhdna \ even for purposes adopting the Deity. 

SUTRA (24). 

The previously mentioned act, even for purposes of adopting 
(the Deity), [shall not be done], as the Isti itself serves 

THAT PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been explained, (under Adhiicarana 10 above) + hat the ‘ Agnyanvd- 
dhdna ’ already done in connection with the Soma-sacrifice, accomplishes the 
same purpose, through ‘ Extended Application’, at the Istis also. 

This is how objected to- — “The Extended application spoken of in the 
previous- Adhiicarana has been in reference to that Agnyanvadhana which is 
done for the purpose of maintaining pie Fire ; as a matter of fact, however, the 
Agnyanvadhana is done, not only for the .purpose of maintaining the Fire, 
but for that purpose of maintaining the Fire, as also for the purpose of 
adopting the Deity; we read in connection with the Darsha-Purnamasa— 

‘ Mamdgne varrho vihavesvastu iti purvamagnim grhndti , devatd Eva tatpurved- 
yurgfhitvct shvobhute yajate ■ ; — though the Agnyanvadhana for the purpose 
of maintaining the Fire may come in, through ‘Extended Application’, 
from that performed in connection with the Soma-sacrifice, — yet that winch 
is done at the Darsha-Purnamasa for the purpose of adopting the Deity 
should have to be done at the Istis.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — The view set forth 
above is not right ; as a matter of fact, that Agnyanvadhana winch is done 
for the purpose of adopting the Deity also would be secured through ‘ Extended 
Application ’ (and hence should not have to be done again). — Why ? — 
Because the Isti itself serves that purpose -, in connection with the Soma- 
sacrifice also, the Diksaniya Isti is found mentioned as serving the purpose of 
adopting the deity — i Agndvaisnavamekadashakapdlam nirvapet dihsisya- 
manah, agnih prathamo devatandm vignuk paramah, yadagndvaipnavameka- 
dashakapdlam nirvapati devatd yajnahcha tadubhayatah parigrhya dlk?ate ’. — 
This same I§ti, thus serving the purpose of adopting the deity at the Soma- 
sacrifice, will serve the same purpose for the I§tis also, by ‘extended 
application \ 

StJTRA (25). 

“It would be like the accessories ”, — if this is urged [then the 
answer is as in the next Sutra], 

Bha§ya. 

Says the Opponent — [[_The purposes of the Istis would not be served in 
the manner suggested; the D%ksaniyd-I§ti subserves the purposes of the 
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Main sacrifice, and as such it operates towards the adopting of the deity of 
the Main sacrifice ; — -the deities of the subsidiaries however, which are mere 
accessories, are not included under that adoption ; — hence for the purposes 
of adopting these deities, the Agnyanvddhana related to the Darsha- 
Purnamdsa should be performed in connection with the Istis.” 

SUTRA (26). 

Not so; because thebe is the £ VaishvadEva ’ (Related to 
‘ all Deities ’). 

Bhasya. 

The said -Agnyanvddhana should not be performed; the purpose of 
adopting the deity will be accomplished by the DiJcsaniya Isti itself, through 
‘Extended Application ’. — “ But it has been pointed out that the Dlksanlya 
serves the purpose of adopting the deity of the Main sacrifice only — By 
subserving the purpose of the deity of the Main sacrifice, it would also take 
iv the deities of the subsidiaries. — ‘ ‘ How so ? ” — -Because there is the vaishva- 
d Bva ; in connection with the Soma-sacrifice , there is the Grahayaga, which is 
'• vaishvadeva in the sense that all deities (vishve devdh) are sacrificed to in 
this sacrifice ; and the deities of the subsidiaries also are included among 
them ; so that these also become adopted. Hence there is no need for the 
performance of the Agnyanvddhana in connection with the I§tis, for the 
purpose of adopting those deities. 

SUTRA (27). 

[Objection] — “ Thebe should be seed eob it ; as they have been • 

NAMED.” 


There should need for the Agnyanvddhana ; as it is necessary to adopt the 
deities of the subsidiaries through the Agnyanvddhana in connection with the 
I§fis ; because as a matter of fact, those deities cannot be taken as ‘ adopted ’ 
on the ground that sacrifices are offered to ‘ all deities ’ ; because in reality, 
at the said Graha-yaga, sacrifices are not offered to all deities ; the term ‘ Vishve- 
devah 5 stands, not for all ( vishve ) deities (devdh) , but for a definite group of 
deities, consisting of the Sddhyas, the Budras and the Fastis. — How do you 
know that t— -Because they have been named ; the deities meant have been 
actually named in the text — ‘ Agnir vasubhih, somo raudraili, indro marud- 
bhih, varuna adityaih, brhaspatirvishved evaih ’ ; where it appears that the 
‘ Yi8hvedeva$ > are entities different from the Vasus and other well-known 
deities. If all deities had been spoken of by means of the term * vishvedMva 
then those deities would not have been different from the well-known deities, 
Vasu and the rest. Hence we conclude that the term l vi shve-deva •’ denotes only 
a well-defined group (of deities). — Such being the case, the deities of subsidiaries 
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could not be included under that name ; hence f or the adopting of those, 
the performance of the A gnyanvddhdna would be . icessary.” 

SUTRA (28). 

Not so ; because it serves the purpose op indicating an 

EXCELLENCE. 



It cannot be as suggested. — Why ? — Because it serves the purpose of 
indicating an excellence ; he, the above-quoted description (enumeration) 
of the Vishvedevas cannot be regarded as indicating a group of deities ; the 
description is meant to be an indication of excellence, — -i.e. a praise of Brhaspati ; 
the sense of the praise being that — ‘ Agni is accompanied by the Vasus 
only, — Soma, by the Rudras only, — Indra, by the Maruts only, — and Varurui, 
by the Adkyas only ; — but Brhaspati is accompanied by all the- deities , those 
name$> here as well as others This praise is just like the praise of the 
king in the words — * The Army-commander has come in with his paid army 
and will fight along with Ms own army, — but the King is accompanied by 
all armies, those mentioned as well as others’. — Further, under the inter- 
pretation suggested, it would be necessary to assume a group of deities bearing 
the name ‘ Vishvedevq while all deities are understood to be actually denoted 
by that name. 

From all this it follows that the adopting of the subsidiary deities also 
is acomplished by moans of the Diksamyd, through 4 Extended Application ’ ; 
and hence the A gnya twadhdna related to the Darsha -Purrmmdsa should not 
be performed in connection with the I§tis. 


Adhikabana (13): At the Istis, the ‘ Patmsannahana ’ 
(Dressing up of the Lady) shall not be performed . 

SUTRA (29). 

The 4 Dressing Up 5 also [should hot be done], as it has been 

DONE ALREADY. 

Bhasya. 

The * Sannahana ’ (‘ Dressing up ’) of the saerifieer’s Lady has been 
laid down in connection with the Darsha-Purnamdsa, in the text—* Dresses 
up the Lady with the Yoktra \ Under the General Law, this should be done 
at those I#i rites that are performed in connection with the Soma-sacrifice. 
[The question arising as to whether or not this Dressing up should be per- 
formed at these rites] the Siddhdnta is that it should not be done why T 
— -became ii has been done already ; at the time of the Initiation, the Dressing 
up of the Lady for the purposes of the Soma-sacrifice has been alreadj' done, 
as laid down in the text-—* He dresses rip the Lady with the Yokira and the 
Initiated Saerifieer with the' MekhalA, with. Vview to joining the two h 
This dressing up with the Yoktra is for the purpose of lending support to the 
Dress ; and when this has been done in connection with the Soma-sacrifi.ee 
itself, it will continue to serve that purpose till the completion of the sacrifice 
along with its subsidiaries, which latter also it will benefit by ‘ Extended 
Application 


Adi-iik Arana (14) : At the Istis there need not be 4 Feeding 

upon wild-growing Things \ 

StJTRA (30). 

The ‘Eating of avedd-geowhstg things ’ should not be done; ah 

THERE IS INJUNCTION . OF ANOTHER. 

Bhasya. 

In connection with the Darsha-Pur\iamdsa, the ‘ eating of wild-growin,<: 
things’ has been laid down, in the text — ‘ Yadamnydni ashndti, etc., et?.’. 
— This becomes admissible into the Prayavfiya and other lifts, under t h* 
General Law. {The question arising as to whether or not 'this eating short id 
be done at these Ispis] the Siddhanta is as follows :-~Eveh though it is indioatMi 
by the General Law as admissible, it should not be done j*— why ? — feemwiv 
there : 'is injunction of another. The ‘Eating of wild-growing things ’ that 
has been enjoined in connection with the Darsha-Purnamdsa is meant W 
be for the purposes of subsistence in connection wrth the Soma-sacnf^ 
also, means of subsistence have been laid down- — ■ The Brdhmana shall live, 
on milk, the Ksattriya on gruel and the Vaishya on Curdled Milk ’ ; this also 
serves a visible purpose and hence is regarded as a means of subsistence j 
of these two means of subsistence, that connected with the Somn-mcrifiie, 
is found to be directly enjoined, and it is also the more important of the 
two,-— hence this must be done ; and when the subsistence has been secured 
by this means, it helps the other subsidiary rites also, through ‘ Extended 
Application ’ ; hence the other means of subsistence becomes excluded. 


Adhikarana (15) : At the Istis there should be ‘ Eating of 
Rem nants \ 

SUTRA (31). 

If it be urged that “ THE same should be the case with the Eating 
of Remnants ”, — that is not so; because that is for a 

DIFFERENT PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Darshu-Purnamdsa, there is the Bating of 
Remnants, Ida and the rest.— This is indicated by the General Law as ad- 
missible at the Istis performed in course of the Soma-sacrifice . It may be 
argued that, “ as the ‘ Eating of wild-growing things ’ has been set aside by 
the means of subsistence laid down in connection with the Soma-sacrifice, 
so this Eating of Remnants also should be set aside (as this also is only a means 
of subsistence) ’’.—The answer to this is that it is not so ; — why ? — because 
that is for a different purpose ; the ‘ Eating of Remnants ’ is not meant to be 
a means of subsistence ; it is not for the purpose of sustain!. i; the body ; 
it is in fact meant to be an embellishment (of the substance), because the 
substance in question is only the remnant of what has been used,-— and 
because all these ‘Eatings’ are spoken of by means of words with the 
Accusative Ending, in such texts as ‘ Yajamanapaftchamd rtvijah idum 
bhaksaifunti — therefore in -the case in .question, the ‘ Eating of Remnants \ 
should he done. 


Adhik arana (16) : At the Istis , there is to be no gift of the 
‘ Anvdhdrya \ 

SUTRA (32). 

The £ Purchase ’ also (should not be done), as they are already 

ENGAGED. 

Bhasya. 

In connection with the Darsha-Purnamdsa, the Anvaharya-gift has been 
laid down as the ‘purchase-price’ (payment for services) ; the General 
Law indicates this as to be done at the Istis performed in course of the 
Soma-sacrifice. (The question arising as to whether or not that gift should 
be made at these Istis] th q Siddhdnta is that it should not be ' made ; — 
why ? — because they are already engaged] the Priests concerned have been 
already engaged and their services secured by the payment of the ‘ pur- 
chase-price ’ in connection with the Soma-sacrifice,— in accordance with 
the test ‘The sacrificial Fee is 1200 \ — And the subsidiaries are always 
performed at the same place and time by the same performers as the Main 
sacrifice; hence the subsidiary I§tys in question have to be performed by 
those same Priests that have been engaged for the Soma-sacrifice ; conse- 
quently there can be ho separate ‘purchase-price’ to be paid in connection 
with the subsidiaries ; hence the Anvaharya-gift has to be omitted. 


Adhikarana ( 17 ): At the Istis , the ‘Eating of Remnants' 
shall he done as serving the purposes of ‘ Embellishment 

SUTRA (33). 

[Purvapaksa] — “The Eatings of Remnants also should be 
similarly omitted if this is urged [then the answer 
is as in the next Sutra]. 



It might be argued that “ the Eatings of Remnants also should be 
omitted at the Istis, just as the Anvaharya-gift is omitted.” 

This question is raised on the basis of the possible notion that the Eating 
of Remnants is by way of * Purchase -price ’ (for services rendered) [which 
alone would make it subject to the conclusion regarding the Anvdharya]. 

SUTRA (34). 

f Siddhanta] — It is not so ; because those are connected with the 
actions. 

Bha§ya. 

The Eatings of Remnants should not be omitted; because they are not 
meant to bo payment for services rendered ; as a matter of fact, those Eatings 
of Remnants have been laid down as to be done after the completion of the 
functions of the priests whose services had been secured by the gift of the 
AnvuharjM ; nor are these ‘ Eatings ’ sufficient as price for securing of the 
services [Head * na chtilamammanaya ’] ; hence these Eatings are not meant to 
be the * price ’ of services rendered ; they are meant to be embellishments 
of the Remnants of Substances used; and for this purpose they have to he 
done (at the Isfis in question also). 


Adhikarana (18) : At the Istis, there should he c appoint- 
ment ’ of the Hotr Priest, 

SUTRA (35). 

Inasmuch as thebe is ‘ appointment ’ afteb commencement, thebe 

SHOULD BE ‘APPOINTMENT 5 OF THE HOTR-PBIEST AT EACH 

Rite. 

Bhasya. 

In connection with the Darsha-Purnamasa, the ‘ appointment 5 of the 
Hotr -priest has been laid down, in the text — ‘ Agnirdevo etc. 5 ;— the General 
Law indicates the admission of this at the Istis performed as parts of the 
Soma-sacrifice. — But in connection with the Soma-sacrifice itself, the ‘ appoint- 
ment of the Hotr ’ has been laid down separately, in the text — ‘ Agnirhotd, 
etc . ..... hotaram vrnite \ 

In regard to this we proceed to consider the question — -At the Istis 
in question, should or should not there be the ‘appointment of the Hotr 5 
that has been laid down in connection with the Darsha-Purnamasa ? 

• The Purvapakga is as follows— “ It should not be done ; — why ? — 
The Appointment is made for the purpose of securing the man’s services ; — 
the Hotr’s services for the performance of the entire Soma-sacrifice along 
with its accessories have been already secured by the 1 appointment 5 in 
connection with -the Soma-sacrifice itself ; — there can be no need for the 
securing of the services of one whose services have been already secured ; 
hence the Appointment in question should not be done.” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhanta ; — Inasmuch 
as there is Appointment after commencement, there should he appointment 
of the Hotr-priest at each Rite ; — it is not right that the Appointment made in 
connection with the Soma-sacrifice will serve, through ‘ Extended Applica- 
tion the purposes of that Appointment also which is related to the Darsha- 
Purnamasa ; — as a matter of fact, there is Appointment after commencement , — 
i.e. it is after the performance has commenced that the appointment related 
to thei Darslm-Purnamdsa is made — hence it cannot be meant for securing 
the services of the Priest; — in fact it is meant to be a mere act by itself ; 
hence if it were not done, the performance would be defective to that extent. 
Hence the Appointment should be done separately with each of the Bites 
in question. 

SUTRA (36). 

“The Bkahman-pbiest also if this be ubged [thfen the answer is 
as in the next Sutra], 

Bhasya. 

The Opponent says — “ If it is your view that, inasmuch as the Appoint- 
ment is done after commencement, the Appointment of the Hotr should 
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be done with each Rite, — then, inasmuch as the Brahman-Priest also is 
appointed after the performance has commenced, at the time of the bringing 
up of the Pramtd- vessel, it follows that the appointment of this Priest 
also is an act by itself and as such this also should be done with each Rite ; 
— or you should point out some difference between the two cases (of the 
Hotr and the Brahman).'''’ 

StiTRA (37). 

That cannot be ; because in reality, the appointment comes first ; 

AS it is for that. 

Bhdsya . 

The appointment of the Brahman-Priest should not be done at the Rites 
in question. — Why ? — Because the appointment comes first ; it is true that the 
appointment of the Brahman comes after the commencement of the Per- 
formance ; but prior to this appointment, the character of ‘Brahman- 
Priest’ is not there at all ; in fact all the functions of the Brahman come 
after his Appointment ; hence the appointment which is for the purpose of 
those functions must be regarded as subserving a sacrifice, and not an act 
by itself ; it serves in fact the purpose of securing the services of the Priest ; 
his services however have been already secured by means of his ‘appoint- 
ment’ done in connection with the Soma-sacrifice-, — hence there need be 
no further appointment of that Priest (in connection with the Istis). 

SUTRA (38). 

“ It relates to what has been laid down ”, — IF this be urged 
[ then the answer is as in the next Sutra]. 

Bha§ya. 

The following argument might be put forward — ‘‘ The making of the 
Platform has been laid down as to be done on the Aupavasathya Day in 
connection with the Darshasacrifice, in the text — ‘ At the Darshasacrifice, 
on the previous day, he makes the Platform ’ ; — at this the commencement 
of the measuring out of the Platform is done by the Brahman-priest ; so that 
the Brahman-priest also is one whose appointment (like that of the Hotr ) 
is made ‘ after the commencement of the Performance 

SUTRA (39) 

Not so ; because there is no declaration. 

Bhdsya. 

What has been laid down as to be done at the Darshasacrifice, on the 
previous day, is the making, not the measuring out, of the Platform, — as 
there is no declaration ; the ‘ adopting * is done after the Brahman-priest has 
been * appointed ’ in its own time ; as the ‘ Appointment ’ is for the purposes 
of the sacrificial perf nuance. — “ But the measuring out of the Platform is 
done before its making , and there also the start is to be made by the Brahman- 
priest.” 
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That is true ; in that case here is another answer to the objection : — 
In the context of tho Darsha-Purnamasa, the making of the Platform has 
been laid down as to be done after the securing of the offering-materials ; — 
the Appointment of the Brahman-priest also has been laid down as to be 
done before the functions of that Priest begin ; and as this must serve a 
visible purpose, it is taken as serving the purpose of securing the services of 
the Priest. Such being the ease, at the Darsha -sacrifice, the making of the 
Vedi is ‘ anticipated ’ in obedience to the direct declaration to that effect ; 
and when this ‘making’ has been 5 anticipated the ‘measuring out’ is 
also ‘ anticipated — so also its commencement , as also the appointment of 
the Brahman-priest ; because accessories follow the time and place of their 
Primaries. Under the circumstances, at the Paumamdsa sacrifice, the 
appointment of the Brahman-priest is done at the time of the bringing up 
of the Pranild, while at the Darsha-sacrifice, it is done on the previous day ; 
in both cases, before the functions of the Priest have commenced. Hence 
it follows that in both cases the Appointment serves the purpose of securing 
the services. Consequently this appointment of the Brain nan-priest need, not 
he done at each Kite, the services of the Brahman-priest having been already 
secured by the Appointment done at the Soma-sacrifice . 

SUTRA (40). 

“SO SHOULD IT BE IN THE CASE OF THE HOTB ALSO ”, — IF THIS IS URGED 

[then the answer is as given in the next Sutra]. 

Bhdsya. 

Says the Opponent — “ If it is your view that-—' if the Appointment of 
the Brahman comes before the commencement of the Performance, — and 
before his Appointment there is nothing to be done by that priest,— hence 
the Brahman-priest cannot be one whose appointment has been already 
made — then the same should be the case with the Hotr also ; for the Hotr 
also there is nothing to do before his appointment ; and bis appointment also 
is not an act by itself.” 

SUTRA (41). 

Not so ; because of connection with Action. 

Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact,' even, before his Appointment , the Hotr is connected 
with the definite action of Reciting the Sdmidheni verses , — as laid down in 
the text — ‘ Before being appointed , he recites the Samidhenis \ — From, this 
it is clear that the Appointment of the Hotr is for an unseen purpose ; hence 
it should be done at the BVcsamyd and other Istis in question. — As for the 
Appointment of the B nth hi<X n-priesi however, it is for a visible purpose ; 
and as this purpose has boon served by the Appointment at the Soma- sacrifice, 
the Appointment should not he done at the Ispis in question. 



Adhikarana (19) : At the Atithya-Isti, the ‘ Besprinkling 5 

etc. of the Grass are not to he done in connection 
with each Rite ; 

[See in. this connection Sutras 4. 2. 29-30.] 

SUTRA (42). 

[PuRVAPAK?a] — “In CONNECTION WITH THE INJUNCTION RELATING- TO 

the Sacrifice, as the acts done to the established entities 

ARE DISTINCT, THEY SHOTJLE BE PERFORMED IN CON- 
NECTION with each Rite.” 

Bhasyct. 

In connection with the Soma-sacrifice , we read — ‘ The grass used at 
the Atithya is also that of the Upasads and of the Agnisomiya ’ at this 
there are certain acts done to the entity in the shape of the Chopped Grass,— 
such as Washing, Removal of Tips, Sprinkling of the Roots. 

In regard to these there arises the question — At the' Atithya and other 
I§tis, where the performances are distinct, are these acts to be performed 
separately with each performance 1 Or the other performances are helped, 
through ‘Extended Application’, by the act that has been performed in 
connection with the Atithya itself ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows : — “In connection with the Injv action relating 
to the Sacrifice, — i.e. the injunction relating to the Atithya, — in the form 
‘ The grass used at the Atithya, is also that of the Upasads ’ — the act that is 
done to the established entity should vary with each performance ; as the ' 
rites of the Atithya and the rest have distinct performances of their own ; 
and in regard to this we perceive the peculiarity that the Washing and other 
acts done at the performance of one Rite are subservient to that Rite ; con- 
sequently, with every other performance, they should be repeated. In this 
way there is to bo repetition of each of the acts. There can be no ‘ Extended 
Application ’ in this case, because neither the Upasads nor the Agmqomhja 
are included in the Procedure of the Atithya.” 

SUTRA (43). 

[SlDDHANTA] — As A MATTER OF FACT, IT IS NOT SO ; BECAUSE IT HAS 

BEEN ALREADY DONE ; SPECIALLY AS THERE IS DECLARATION 
OF THAT. 

Bha§ya. 

As a matter of fact, the acts of Washing, etc. should not be done with 
each rite ,* — why ? — because it has been already done ; i.e. these acts have been 
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already done to the Grass at the Atithyd ; and as the Grass has become duly 
embellished by that, there can be no need for the performance of these acts 
again.- — “But Embellishments subserve the purposes of Bites, and in this 
case the Rites are different, so that the Embellishments must appertain to 
that Rite alone in connection with which they are performed.” — The answer 
to this is that though the Embellishments are subservient to the Rites, 
they do not become related to any one Rite directly, like the Askandapdlikd 
{?) ; in fact, they become so related only indirectly through the -Grass; i.e. 
they become related to that Rite to which the Grass belongs. Now in the 
case in question, the Grass is common to the Atithyd, the Upasads and the 
Agnlsomlya. — “How do you know that?” — There is declaration of that; i.e. 
what the declaration ‘ the Grass at the Atithyd is also that of the Upasads 
and the Agnlsomlya ’ lays down is the fact of the Grass being common to 
the three Rites, and not the transference of any accessory details. That 
this does not refer to the remnant of another sacrifice has been explained 
under Sutra 4. 2. 30. Such being the ease, the Embellishments done to 
the Grass at the Atithyd are useful at all the Rite3 in question ; and hence 
the Acts should not be repeated with each Rite. 


Adhikarana (20) : The Mantra used at the Atiihyd for the 

‘ Starana 5 (Spreading out, Scattering) of the Grass should 
be repeated in connection with the other Rites. 

SUTRA (44) 

On account of the place being different, the Mantra 

SHOULD BE REPEATED. 

Bhdsya. 

At the same rite (of the Atiihyd) there is the Mantra used after the 
‘Spreading’ of the Grass;— in regard to that we proceed to consider the 
question — Is this Mantra to be recited separately at the Agnlsomlya ? Or 
will the Mantra recited at the Atiihyd itself benefit the Agnlsomlya also, 
through * Extended Application ’ ? 

The PurvapaJcsa being that — “ inasmuch as the Mantra is used in 
connection with the Grass that is common to both the Rites, there should be 
an ‘ extended application. *• of the benefits of the Mantra recited at the 
Atiihyd to the Agnlsomlya, — in accordance with the conclusions of the 
foregoing Adhikarana ”, — the Siddhdnta in answer to it is as follows : — The 
Mantra should he repeated, i.e. should be recited separately in connection 
with the Agnlsomlya. — Why ? — Because of the place being different ; the 
two spots are different — (a) near the Northern Platform, and (6) at the 
Prdgavamsha; and when the places are different, the Spreading should be 
repeated, the Mantra that goes with the Spreading is — c t) rndmradasantva 
strnami ’ ; so when the Spreading is repeated, it is only right that this Mantra 
also should be repeated ; as all accessories are regulated by their Primaries. — 
Then again, the ‘ Spreading ’ (of Grass) is meant to be an Embellishment for 
the place ; — and at the Atiihyd the place that has been embellished I. that 
where the Prdgvamsha is located, not that of the Northern Platform, so 
that if the Mantra wore not repeated, the Embellishment of the latter would 
remain defective. — From all this it follows that there should be repetition of 
the Mantra used in connection with the Spreading of Grass. ' 



Adhik Aft an a (21) : When the Grass is taken over to another 

spot, there shall be no repetition of the Mantras 
related to the 6 Sannahana 5 and the 4 Havana 

SUTRA (45). 

[PORVAPAKSA]— So ALSO WITH the ‘ Sannahana* ^Tying up) and 

' Harana ’ (Carrying) ”, — ip thts is urged [then the answer 
is as given in the next Sutra], 

Bhdsya. 

At the Agrvisomlya offering, the Grass is taken (from the place of the 
performance of the Atithyd) to the place of the A gnisonnya ; — in connection 
with the (a) Sannahana (Tying up) and (6) Harana (Carrying) of the Grass, 
Mantras have been, prescribed [(a) ‘ Pum te granthim badhndtu \ and (b) 

5 Brhaspaterm u rdhnci hardml 

In regard to this we proceed to consider the question — Are these Mantras 
to be used when the Grass is taken from one place to the other at the Agni- 
somiya-ojfering ? 

The PUrmpakga is as follows “ The Mantras relating id the Tying lip 
and the Carrying also should be treated similarly ,-~4.e. like the Mantra 
relating to the Spreading ; that is, they should be repeated separately. — 
Why ? — The reason lias already been explained ;• — -viz. the two Mantras 
are related to the two acts of Tying up and Carrying,- — and the acts are 
repeated, — hence it follows that the Mantras also should be repeated. Hence 
there should be separate recital of the Mantras” 

SUTRA (46). 

[Sxddhanta] — Not so ; as it is for a different purpose. 

■ ■ Bhasya. * 

What has been suggested cannot lie right. — Why ? — Because it is for a 
different purpose ; — when the Grass has been cut down, its Tying up and 
Carrying are done for the purpose of securing it (for the Sacrifice); and in 
connection with these two acts, the two Mantras have been laid down, — 
which speak of the Grass as being acquired ; these Mantras being — (a) 1 Pusd 
tS granthim bfflhnatu \ and (b) 1 Brhaspat&murdhna hardmi \ — When however 
the two acts (of Tying up and Carrying) are done for the purpose of carrying, 
from one place to another, of what has been already acquired, — inasmuch 
as this is a purpose totally different, and pertains to an act not connected 
with the Archetype,— they cannot take up the Mantras ; — for example, at 
the Atithyd. itself, when the Grass is carried from the place of the Gdrhapatya 
to that, of the Ahavaniya, for the purpose of being washed, the Mantra con- 
nected with Carrying is not recited ; the same should be done in the case in 
question, also. 


End of Pada i of Adhyaya XII. 



ADHYAYA XII. 

PlDA II. 


Adhik arana (1) : The 4 Vihdra ■■ {Altar-Fire) is to he used 

only for Vedic performances. 

SUTRA (1). 

[Pubvapaxsa — continued] — ;t The Altar should serve the purposes 

OP WORLDLY ACTS, ' BECAUSE IT IS CAPABLE OF 
DOING SO.” 

Bhdsya. 

The tearm * vih&ra ’, ‘Altar’, stands here "for the Triad of Fires — 
Oarhapatya, Dak$inagni and Ahavaniya, — so called because of ‘t riharana’ 
(act of Flourishing). 

[The question is — Are these Fires to be used for Vedic (religious) acts 
only ? Or for secular acts only ? — Or for both ?] 

The Purvapalcsa is as follows : — “ Tins Fire-triad should serve the purposes 
of — help to accomplish — the worldly acts- — of Pdrvana, Sthdlipaka and other 
rites, — and also other acts that are performed with the help of Firm, such 
as cooking, burning, illumining and so forth ; — -because it is capable of doing 
so ; i.e. it is capable of being used for the throwing in of the oblations, 
and for the cooking of things. — When the Fire is brought into existence, — 
in accordance with the Injunction ‘ The Brahmana should install the Fires 
in the spring’,— it is not in connection with any particular act; hence it 
should be used for each and every such act as it may be capable of accom- 
plishing ; — only thus would its Bringing into Existence be useful.” 

SUTRA (2V. 

[PCrvapaksa— - co?icZwfZe(i] — “ The prohibition of cooking meat also 

POINTS TO THE SAME CONCLUSION.” 



“ The prohibition of cooking meat also points to the same conclusion , — 
as that arrived at through reasoning (in the preceding Sutra) ; — this prohibi- 
tion being contained in the text — ‘ They should not cook meat ; if they did, 
they could make it fit for carnivorous animals ’ : this cooking of meat must 
mean the ordinary cooking, as the cooking of meat for Vedic sacrifices is 
done at the Shamitra Fire.” 
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SUTRA (3). 

[SlDDHANTA] — As A MATTER OF FACT, BECAUSE OF SPECIFICATION, THE 
PURPOSE SERVED MUST BE THAT OF THE VEDIC ACTS. 

Bkdsya. 

As a matter of fact, the said Vihara (Fire-triad) should serve the pur< 
poses of the Vedic Acts, — not of the worldly acts. — Why so ? — Bemuse oj 
specification ; i.e. the purpose served by the Qdrhapatya and other consecrated 
Fires ( Qdrhapatya , Dalcsindgni and Ahavaniya) is clearly specified in such 
texts as—' 1 Yadahavaniye juhotitena so’sydbhistah prito bhavati 5 [ ! When one 
pours oblations into the Ahavaniya, etc.’] ; the information desired at the 
time of the bringing into existence of these Fires, as to the purpose to be 
served by them, is supplied by these texts ; hence it follows that it is for 
the purpose of these (Vedic acts, like the Pouring of Oblations) that the Fires 
are brought into existence and hence they should not be used in con* 
nection with worldly acts. 

“ This may preclude such ordinary acts as the Goohing of Food and the 
like, not such acts as the cooking of the Sthdlipdha-offering, which also, as 
oblations, are capable of being poured into the Ahavaniya Fire.” 

This does not affect the case ; the text quoted — * Yadahavaniye juhoii ’ — 
is restrictive in its application ; in the absence of this text, it would be open 
to people to pour the oblations into the Ahavaniya Fire, as also elsewhere ; 
hence there is this restrictive injunction (that ‘ Oblations should be offered 
in the Ahavaniya Fire-, only ’) ; such a restrictive injunction is possible only 
in cases where there is likelihood of no restriction being observed ; this likelihood 
is present in the case of Vedic acts alone, because for the ordinary worldly 
acts, the receptacle (substratum) has been definitely laid down as the 
Aupdsana Fire. Hence we conclude that it is not possible for these 
ordinary acts to be done in the Ahavaniya Fire. 


SUTRA (4). 

Also because the ‘ AupIsana Fire ’ is found even when it 
(the Fere-triad) is there. 

Bhdsya. 

Even when the Fire-triad is present, the -Aupdsana Fire is mentioned as 
being used, — in the text, ‘ When one desires that the Kingdom should descend 
to his offspring, for him the oblations should be offered into the Aupdsana 
Fir&\ This text refers to a time when the Rdjasuya Sacrifice has com- 
menced ; and at that tim the Fire-triad is present there ; — if then this same 
Fire triad were to serve the purposes of the ordinary acts also, there would 
be no need for the Aupdsana Fire while the said Triad was there. 



ADHYlYA XII, PlDA H, ADHIKARANA (1). 
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SUTRA (5). 

Also because we eind negation. 

Bhasya. 

The following text indicates the negation of meat-cooking in the con- 
secrated Fire - triad— ‘ Mamsiyanti ha vd, etc. . , . . . vidyate ’ ; this prohibits 
even the touch of meat in regard to the Fire-triad, apart from the Pashu- 
bandha sacrifice ; — from this also it follows that this Fire-triad is not to be 
used in connection with ordinary acts. • 

SUTRA (6). 

AS REGARDS ‘ MEAT-COOKING IT IS THE PROHIBITION OF WHAT HAS 
BEEN ENJOINED ; BECAUSE OE CONNECTION WITH OBLATION- 
OEEERING. 



As regards the argument that— “ the prohibition of cooking meat also 
points to the same conclusion” (Su. 2), — the fact of the matter is that it 
is the prohibition of what has been enjoined ; the cooking of the Omentum has 
been enjoined as to be done at the Ahavaniya Fire ; and it is the prohibition 
of this that is contained in the text quoted [‘ Mamsam na pacheyuh, etc.’]. — - 
How so ? — (a) Because the possibility of the cooking is there, — (6) also because 
of connection with oblation-offering, — expressed in the text ‘ They do not 
cook meat at that Fire in which they offer oblations *, which is the sentence 
following (supplementary to) the quoted text ; — it is into the Ahavaniya 
Fire that oblations are offered ; hence the prohibition quoted should be taken 
as referring to the cooking of the Omentum. . 

SUTRA (7). 

OR, THE TEXT QUOTED MAY BE TAKEN AS SUPPLEMENTARY TO THE 
ISOLATED INJUNCTION ‘ DaK?INASMIN, ETC.’. 

Bhasya. 

This is another answer to the Purvapakqa argument — It has been 
declared in the following text that the Lady is to cook the Food in the 
Daksindgni (one of the three consecrated Fires) — ‘ Yada dmayadosdnmamsam 
vratakarye upadiyate tada tanna dakpnagnoM shrapayitavyam ’ [* If the meat 
is used on account of digestive troubles, then it should not be cooked on the 
Daksindgni ’] [which means that in all ordinary cases, the meat is to be 
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SHABARA-BHlSYA : 

cooked on the Daksinagni Fire] ; to this sentence, which points to the cooking 
of meat as to be done on the Daksinagni Fire, we have the supplementary 
statement ‘ apart from the meat ’ — -which declaration, is found in connection 
with the text * Yd sarasmti vesliama.fi, etc.’, which speaks of the offering of 
oblations into the Daksinagni Fire ; from this it follows that the prohibition 
in question refers to the Daksinagni. 



Adihkarana (2) : The C ale -offering ’ should he made in 

connection- with the 4 Saimwja-miimal \ 

SUTRA (8). 

[Purvapaksa] — “ There should be no Cake in connection with the 

5 SaVANIYA . BECAUSE IT IS FOR THE PURPOSE OF ■ COVERING 
UP THE HOLE/.; AND THIS PURPOSE IS SERVED BY 

OTHERS." 

Bhasya. 

[In connection with the Agnl-somiya-rutimal sacrifrce, tho Cake-offering has been 
enjoined - the SAmmya animal-sacrifice is an eetype < modification) of the Agni- 
sotniya. Tin question is — In connection with, the latter, Savaniya, should there be 
the .Gake -offering -or hot .?■] 

The Purvapaksa is as follows :—~' i In' connection with the Savaniya 
animal there -'should' be : no Gakep^no- Cake- offering should be made. — -Why ?— 
Bemuse it- is. for the purpose, of covering: up: the- hole ; that the Cake is meant 
to cover up the holes of the Animal has been thus declared — * When' the 
omentum is taken oiif of; the Animal,' there, is a- hole in it, when the Cake .of. 
bariey-com is made, if covers iip that hole and renders the Animal hole-less 
-■—And this purpose is served by -others (in connection with the Savantyti) 
•'tins purpose’ is served * by others i.e. by the Savamya-cakes [so that for 
the same purpose,-. Barley-cakes are . not needed] ; there is the following: 

.' declaration. ■ in. Comiection with t M Savamya-cakes—I At each extraction, 
Savamya-eakcs are offered, for the purpose of covering up the holes and for 
securing hole -less -ness \ Thus, this purpose having been already served, 
the other Cake becomes excluded." 

SUTRA (9). 

[SlDDHlNTA] — AS A MATTER OF FACT, THERE SHOULD BE MAKING OF. THE 
T;.CkKp-OFFERING J. AS IT IS ' FOR THE SAKE OF THE DEITY. 

■ Bhasya. 

Ah a matter of fact, the Meat-Gake-ojfering must be made. 1 — Why ? — 
Bemuse it is for the sake of the Deity ; it has been explained trader Su. 10. 1. 11 
that this Cake serves the purpose of embellisliing the Deity, specially because 
Eke the syllable ‘ svdhd \ the subsidiaries are always related to a purpose. — 
Nor is the Cake meant for ‘ covering up the hole 5 , as this statement is not 
in keeping with perceptible facts [the Oake does not cover up the hole made 
by the removal of the omentum] ; hence the statement should be taken as a 
purely commendatory declaration, in support of the injunction of the Cake- 
offering. In connection with the Savaniya also, the same statement (regarding 



the covering up of the Hole) is purely commendatory. Hence the Cake 
offering should be made in connection with the Savanlya, in accordance with 
the General Law. 

gUTRA (10). 

Also because we bind indicative texts. 

Bhasya. 

There is the declaration— ‘ At the Morning-Extraction, they proceed 
with the omentum, — at the Midday Extraction, with the Cake , — and at the 
Third Extraction, with the limbs * ; this sentence, which lays down the 
various procedures, mentions the Cake ; for this reason also the Cake offering 
has to be made. 


Adhikarana (3) : In connection with the ‘ Savamya-Cake 5 t 
there shall be no 4 Inviting of the Offering s-inqker \ 

SUTRA (11). 

At the SavanIya, there shall be no ‘ offerings-maker having 

BEEN INVITED IN CONNECTION WITH THE ‘ANIMAL-SACRIFICE 5 , 
SHE would be there ALREADY and would do THE NEED- 
FUL, — if, indeed, at the Archetype, she were 

MEANT FOR ALL THE OFFERINGS. 

Bhdsya . 

In connection with the Savaniya-cakes, there shall be no * Inviting of 
the Offerings -maker * ; — why ? — became having been invited in connection 
with, the Anivial-8acrifice,—and the Savamyas fall within the Animal-sacrifice, 

- — she would be there already, and would do the needful, simply by way of 
‘ extended application % and there can be no need for inviting her again. 

“But as a matter of fact, there is no ' offerings-maker ’ at the Animal- 
sacrifice 5 — the wife (who is the offerings-maker) is meant for preparing the 
vegetable and grain offering -materials and for threshing the com ; as is going 
to be explained under the Samkarsa Section that ’ the wife is spoken of as if 
she were equal V* . 

If, indeed, at the Archetype, she were meant for dll the offerings if the 
wife were meant to prepare all the various kinds of offerings — Clarified 
Butter, Vegetable and Grains, (Jiu'd-ButterAIixture, — then the above 
question would arise. 

Tliis is thus a purely hypothetical discussion. 


Adhikarana (4) : At the Third Extraction , the 6 Inviting 
of the Offerings-malcer 5 is not to be repeated . 

SUTRA (12). 

[Purvapak§a] — t; In connection with the Oakes of the Third 
’ Extraction— as also with the ‘ Satxmya’ and £ Ashyina ’ 

OFFERINGS,— SHE SHOULD BE THERE; AS THESE HAVE 
BEEN LAID DOWN AS TO BE MADE AFTER THE 
ANIMAL-OFFERING HAS BEEN COOKED, 

AND HENCE SHE WILL HAVE 
FINISHED HER 
WORK.” 

Bhdsya . 

[At the Third Extraction, there is an offering of Cooked Rice to Soma 
and also offerings of Cakes ; the question arises— Should the offerings -maker 
be invited for the purpose of preparing this Cooked Rice ?] 

The Purvapaksa is as follows: — “In connection with the Cakes of the 
Third Extraction, — as also - with the Cooked Rice-offerings to Soma and the 
Ashvins, — the ‘ offerings-maker ’ should be invited separately ; — why ?— 
because these offerings have been laid down as to be made after the Animal 
(Meat) has been cooked ; all these offerings in question have been laid down 
as coming after the meat has been cooked ; and by that time the ‘ offerings- 
maker ’ connected with the Animal -offering will have finished her work 
and retired ; hence it is necessary to invite another offerings-maker .” 

SUTRA (13). 

[SlDDHANTAj — AS A MATTER OF FACT, BEING ENGAGED IN THE SACRIFICE, 
SHE WOULD BE FREE ONLY AT. THE END OF THE SACRIFICE. 

Bhasya. 

As a matter of fact, it is not necessary to invite another offerings-maker ; 
the one already invited would be there and do the needful. — She cannot be 
regarded as having done her duty and hence absolved from all further respon- 
sibility (after having cooked the Meat) ; because as a matter of fact, she is 
not so free. — Why ? — Because being engaged in the Sacrifice ; she has been 
engaged in tne performance of the whole Pashubandha (Animal) Sacrifice, — 
not only for doing certain things in the beginning, but for helping in the 
fulfilment of all the accessories of the Sacrifice,— as is clear from the Mantra , 
“ Kastva yunakti, sa tvd yunakti, etc.’, with which she has been engaged ; — 
hence the right thing is that she should be free only at the end t of the Sacrifice ; 
because it is just* possible that some such contingency would arise under which 
She might be required to do something. — From all this it follows that it 
cannot be necessary to invite another offerings-maker. 


Adhikakana (5) : At the Nishi-Yajna ( Nocturnal Sacrifice) 
the Procedure of the Darsha-sacrifice is to be, adopted. 

SUTRA (14). 

Turvapaksa — continued] — “At the Nishi-YajSa, there can be no 
ROOM FOR THE ARCHETYPAL PROCEDURE ; AS THIS SACRIFICE 
HAS BEEN DIRECTLY ENJOINED.” 

Bhasya. 

There is the following declaration— 4 Agnaye raksoghne'spakapd.lam 
mrvap&d yo rakfobhyo bibhiydt 5 [‘ One who may be afraid of demons, should 
offer the Oake baked on eight pans to Agni the Demon-destroyer ’] ; in this same 
connection we read again-— 4 On the Moonless Day one should perform the 
Sacrifice at. night \ 

In regard to this latter, there arises the question— At this Nocturnal 
Sacrifice, should the Procedure of the Darsha-sacrifice be adopted or not ? 

The jF urvapaksa is as follows- — “ At the Nocturnal Sacrifice, there is no 
room for- the Archetypal procedure ; i,e, the Procedure of the Darsha cannot 
be extended to it. — ‘ Why ? ’ — Because it has been directly enjoined ; — this 
Nocturnal Sacrifice has been enjoined directly, in the text ‘If one fears 
demons, he should offer, etc. etc.’ — ‘ 'What if it is so enjoined ? ’ — From this 
it is concluded that this Sacrifice has come into existence independently, 
by itself, — and does not form part of the Procedure of any other Sacrifice,— 
in the manner in which the ‘ meat-cake-offering ’ forms part of the Agni- 
formya- Animal-sacrifice, as laid down in the text — '■Vapayd pracharya , etc. 5 
[‘ After having dealt with the Omentum, he offers the meajj-cake baked on 
eleven pans, to Agm-Somci'] — or in the manner in which the Vahsnava 
offering forms part of the V atehmdeva-ofi&rmg, as laid down in the text, 

‘ Yadadho'vamrdyeta yachcha sphya dshlishyeta tad visriave urukramdya 
avadyU ’ [‘ What falls down below and what becomes smeared in the Sphya 
should be offered to - Urukrama — Objection : ‘ The presence of the 

term amdvdsydyam, on the Moonless Day, clearly indicates that the offering 
spoken of falls within the Amdvdsya {Darsha) sacrifice \ — Answer — The term 
* amdvdsya * is not the name of a sacrifice ; in fact, it denotes a point of time ; 
by direct denotation, it stands for the particular point of time, and it is only 
by indirect indication that it can stand for the Sacrifice (performed at that 
time) ; and direct denotation is more logical than Indirect Indication. Thus 
shen, when the Sacrifice in question is not found to he mentioned as part of 
che procedure of. any particular sacrifice, the procedure of which sacrifice 
jould it take in ? — It follows from this that the Sacrifice in question is 
-ndependent (and must have its own distinct Procedure).” . 
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SUTRA (15). 

[PtfRVAFAK^A— continued ]—' “ There should be a distinct procedure,. 

BECAUSE THERE IS DIEEERENCE OE TIME AND 
SENTENCE.” . 

. Bha§ya. 

“ (a) Because there is difference of time, and (6) because there is difference 
of sentence [therefore the Procedure should be distinct]. 

“ (a) Difference of time — The Nocturnal Sacrifice in question is performed 
on the Moonless Day at night, while the Darsha-sacrifice is performed on the 
New Moon Day during the day ; if the Procedure of the Darsha were adopted 
at the Nocturnal Sacrifice, it would be defective on the point of time and 
hence could not benefit this latter sacrifice. — ‘ How then can such benefit be 
conferred ? ’ — It can be conferred only in the way in which the Praydjas 
help the Meat-cake-offering, only when they are performed while the Animal 
is still -there ; the reason for which has been already explained above (under 
Su. 12. 1. 4:), whereat has been shown that * there should be no repetition 
simply for the benefit of an accessory detail ’. — In the present case (of the 
Nocturnal Sacrifice) the Darsha-sacrifice will not have been performed on the 
day ; hence its procedure should be independent (of the Darsha), in order to 
be free from that defeot. — (6) Also became there is difference of sentence j 
— rthe two sentences — ‘ One should perform the Darsha-sacrifice on the 
Moonless Day ’ and ‘ On the Moonless Day one should perform the sacrifice 
at night ’—occur in two different places; one is found. in the section on 
‘ Darsha-Purrutmasa ’, and the other in the section on * Prospective Sacrifices 
— ! What if it is so ? ’— If the two were in the same place, then, it would 
have been understood that the Sacrifice laid down (in the second sentence) 
as to be performed ‘ at night is on that same day that has ‘been mentioned 
for the Darsha-sacrifice in the first sentence, ‘ one should perform the 
sacrifice on the Moonless Day ’ ; and this would mean that the sacrifice at 
night is included in the Procedure of the Darsha-sacrifice. When however, 
the sentences are found in two different places, it follows that the Moonless 
Day has been laid down as the time for the Nocturnal Sacrifice in the same 
manner as for the Darsha-sacrifice (so that there is no interdependence 
between the two, both being equally independent). When two sacrifices are 
performed at the same time, there can be no question of ' extended applica- 
tion ’ ; for instance, though the Ectypal Ifiis are performed at the same time 
as the Darsha-Purnamasa sacrifices, yet they do not depend upon (or take in) 
the Procedure of the Darsha-Purnamasa. — From all this it follows that the 
Procedure (of the Nocturnal Sacrifice) should he different (from that of the 
Darsha -Sacrifice ). ” 



ADHYAYA XU, PADA II, ADHIKARANA (5). 

SUTRA (16). 
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[PFrvapaksa — concluded] — “ The " levelling of the Platform ! and 

THE ‘ Vow ’ HOWEVER SHOULD BE THE SAME, AS (OTHERWISE) 
THERE WOULD BE AN INCONGRUITY.” 

Bhasya. 

“ The question being— -if this is the absolute rule that the whole 
procedure (at the Nocturnal Sacrifice) shotild be different., — the answer is 
that, that is not so ; the two details, — of Levelling the Platform and keeping 
the Vow should he the same ; when the Levelling of the Platform has been done 
at tlie Darsha-mcrifice, there can be no need for levelling it again, in fact, it 
would be only spoiling what has been already done ; — as for the Vow (that 
has been taken, up in connection with the Darsha). so long as it has not been 
relinquished, it cannot be taken up again ; even if it were taken up, it would 
be only doing what has been already done and hence entirely futile. — These 
two details therefore should remain the same for the Nocturnal Sacrifice.” 


SUTRA (17). 

[SlDDHANTA] — As A MATTER OF FACT, IT SHOULD HAVE THE SAME PROCE- 
DURE, BECAUSE IT HAS BEEN ENJOINED IN THE MIDST OF THAT 

Procedure ; — like the Savaniya. 

Bhasya. 

As a matter of fact, the Nocturnal Sacrifice should havtthe same Procedure, 
— ■ i.e. the Procedure of the Darsha -Sacrifice, — and it should not be indepen- 
dent by itself. — " Why ? ” — Because it has been enjoined in the midst of that 
Procedure : as a matter of fact, the Nocturnal Sacrifice has been enjoined 
in the midst of the Procedure of the Darsha- Sacrifice, in the sentence — 
‘ One should make the 'offering- at night, on the Amavdsya ’. — “It has been 
pointed out that the term * amavdsya. ’ here stands for the time (day) not 
for the sacrifice (of that name, .Darsha) ”. — True, the term denotes time ; 
but that time also forms part of the Procedure ; so that being enjoined in 
connection with that time, the sacrifice also comes to be enjoined in the 
midst of that same Procedure. — As in the case of the Savaniya ; the Savaniya 
oakes. for instance, have not been enjoined in reference tb the ‘ Animal- 
sacrifice \ and yet they are taken as enjoined in the midst of the Procedure 
•of that sacrifice, on the ground that the place in which they are enjoined 
is included in the Procedure of the Animal sacrifice. Similarly the Nocturnal 
Sacrifice in question falling in the midst of the Procedure of the Darsha - 
sacrifice, cannot, like the Savaniya, stand by itself. 
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SUTRA (18). 

The same c Fuel and Grass ’ however cannot help the Nocturnal 
Sacrifice, by reason of defectiveness ; so also the Agnyanv- 
IdhSna (Secondary Fire-installation), if it is for 

THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING TE(E DEITY. 

Bhdsya. 

Question — “ Is this an absolute rule that all the needs of the Nocturnal 
Sacrifice are fulfilled by the Procedure of the Darsha-sctcrifice 1 ” 

Answer — Not so ; that same ‘ Fuel and Grass ’ would not serve its 
purpose. — Why ? — By reason of defectiveness ; the Fuel is meant for the 
kindling of the Fire ; if it is placed on the Fire on the New Moon Day, it 
cannot accomplish the kindling of the Fire at the Nocturnal Sacrifice 
which is performed on the (preceding) Moonless Night ; — similarly the 
Grass also, which is for the purpose of being spread over the Platform. In 
case both these (Fuel and Grass) were applied to the Nocturnal Sacrifice, 
this sacrifice would certainly become defective ; hence these two should be 
brought in separately. 

So also the. Agnyanvadhana, if it is for the purpose of adopting the deity j 
if the AgnyanvG.dha.na is meant for {.he purpose of adopting the Deity, 
then that also should be performed separately (for the Nocturnal Sacrifice). 
The Agnyanvadhana that is done at the primary sacrifice ( Darsha ) takes 
in the deities of the Darsha -sacrifice -the Raksoghna Agni is not for the 
purpose of including those deities ; if then, the Anvadhana of that Fire is 
for the maintaining of the Fire, then, as this maintaining of the Fire has 
been done already at the primary sacrifice, it should not be done again to 
the Fire. — But that the Agnyanvadhana in question is for the purpose of 
adopting the Deity is shown by the following supplementary declaration 
— ‘ Mamdgne varcho vihave ..... devatd eva purvedyuh parigrhitah shvohMite 
yagatV 



Adhlk aran a (6): The £ Arambhaniyd-Isti ’ should he 

performed at the Ectypal sacrifices. 

Bhd§ya. 

The Opponent raises the following questions : — • 

SUTRA (19). 

[Purvapak$a] — “ At the Ectypal sacrifice, the Arambhaniya shall 

NOT BE PERFORMED ; BECAUSE IT FALLS WITHIN THE TIME OF 

the Archetype, — and in connection with this 

LATTER, IT HAS BEEN ALREADY PERFORMED.” 



The question being — at the Ectypal sacrifices, should the Arambhanlya 
connected with the Darsha-Purnamasa be performed or not ? — the Purva- 
paksa is as follows : — “ It shall not be performed ; — why ? — became it falls 
within the time of the Archetype ; the * Archetype ’ is the DarslmBurnamdsa, and 
its time has been laid down as — ‘ One should perform the Darsha-Purnamasa 
as long as one lives' ; and all Ectypal sacrifices fall within this time (‘life 
long’);— and in connection with this latter, it has been already performed ; 
i.e. at the beginning of the life-long performance of the Darsha-Purnamdsa , 
the Arambhanlya, has already been performed ; and it has been explained 
under Su. 9. 1. 35 that ‘ Inasmuch as the performance lasts throughout 
one’s life, there is to be a single beginning once only ’ ; — and the Aram- 
bhanlya, thus performed once, would benefit the Ectypal sacrifices also, 
through ‘ extended application ’ ; hence there should be no separate 
performance in connection with these.” 

SUTRA (20). 

[SlDDHlNTA] — AS A MATTER OF FACT, THERE SHOULD BE PERFORMANCE 
OF IT, BECAUSE THE TIME IS NOT AUXILIARY TO IT. 

Bhasya. 

As a matter of fact, the Arambhanlya, should be performed at the 
ectypal sacrifices. — Why ? — Because it comes in by virtue of the General 
Law. — “ But it has been pointed out that, inasmuch as the Arambhanlya 
falls within the time of the Archetype, it helps the Ectypes by ‘ extended 
application ’ therefrom [and hence it should not be performed over again, 
separately in connection with the ectypes] — But the time ‘ life-long ’ is 
not an auxiliary to the Archetype ; it is a detail belonging to the Performer, 
as shown under Su. 2. 4. 2 ; i.e. the said time appertains to that ‘ observance * 


which belongs to the Performer ; the time for the Darsha -Pu rn arndsa itself 
being the Moonless Day and the Full-Moon Day. From this it is clear 
that the Ectypes do not fall within the Procedure of the performance of the 
Darsha -Purnamdsa ; hence the Arambhaniyd cannot help them by ‘ extended 
application 

Objection — “ The incongruity pointed out by the Purvapaksin was 
based on one thing, while the answer given by the Siddhdntin is on the basis 
of something totally different ; the incongruity pointed out was on the basis 
of the time ‘ life-long ’ being that of the Darsha-Purnamdsa > while the answer 
offered is on the basis of the idea that the said time pertains to the Performer’s 
observance.” 

Answer — There are answer's on the basis of other explanations also (as 
the following). 

SUTRA (21). 

Also because oe the difeebefce nr the ‘ Begutking 
Bhasya. 

Tire 1 Arambha ’ (Beginning) of the Archetype is different from that of 
the Ectype ; at the time that the beginning of the Archetype comes in, the 
Ectype has riot come into existence at all ; as it is prompted by a certain 
desire or by a particular occasion ;• — hence the : arambha- beginning, of the 
Ectype cannot be accomplished by that of the Archetype. Thus then the 
Arambha, of the two being different, the Arambhaniyd -1st i, which is consequent 
upon the Arambha, must be different ; so that there should be a separate 
performance of the Arambhanlyd at the Ectvpal sacrifices. 


Adhikabana (7) : When there is conflict among details of 

the Main sacrifices, the details performed should he 
those appertaining to a majority of them . 

SUTRA (22). 

When thebe is congregation of Sacrifices with mutually incom- 
patible DETAILS, THE COURSE ADOPTED SHOULD BE SUCH AS TO 
SECURE THE DETAILS COMMON TO THE LARGEST 
NUMBER. 

Bhdsya. 

In the * Pahchadasharatra ’ (Fifteen Bays) Sacrifice, the fust * day ’ 
consists of the one-day sacrifice of the ‘ Agnisput ’ ; — then comes the ‘three 
days’ sacrifice’ consisting of ‘ Jyotih-Qauh-Ayuh ’ ; — the remaining ‘Eleven 
Days ’ are modifications of the Archetype ‘ Dvadashaha ’ (‘ Twelve Days’ 
sacrifice ’ ). — When there is a conflict — incompatibility — among the details of 
these * Eleven Days ’ and those of the ‘ Agniflut ’ [these two having different 
details, as being modifications of different Archetypes], — the question 
arises — Should the details adopted be those of the * Eleven Days ’, or those 
of the Agnistut ? 

Objection — “ It has been already settled under Sutra 7. 4. IS, that when 
there is a Conflict between the indications of the General Law and those of 
the ‘ Name’, the details adopted should be those of the ‘ One-day’ sacrifice 
[i.e. according to Name].” 

Answer — The conclusion arrived at there is now discussed again from 
another standpoint. Or we may regard the present discussion to be based 
upon the conflict between the indications of two ‘Names’ [not between 
those of the General Law and those of the ‘ Name ’, as under 7. 4. 15]. 

The Siddhanta on the question raised is as follows : — When there is 
congregation — in the ‘ Fifteen Days’ sacrifice — of sacrifices with mutually 
incompatible details, — e.g. of the ‘ Eleven Days’ sacrifice ’ and the ‘ Agni$tut ’. 
— the course adopted should be such as to secure the details common to the largest 
number, — i.e. of the ‘ Eleven Days’ sacrifice ’ ; i.e. the details adopted should 
be those of the ‘ Eleven Days’ sacrifice ’.—-“On what grounds ? ” — On 
the ground of the largest number itself ; when a large number of sacrifices is 
equipped with full details, the result obtained is a larger one ; whereas when 
only one sacrifice is equipped with full details, the result obtained is a small 
one. Such is found to be the case in ordinary life ; e.g. when in a room 
there are eleven lamps fully equipped with oil and wicks, the light obtained 
is a strong one, whereas in the other case (if there is only one lamp so 
•equipped), the light obtained is a faint one. 

“ What would be the practical effect of this conclusion in the case in 
question ? ” 

The effect is that while the Subrahmarn,yci verse at the Agnistut (one -day 
sacrifice) is the Agneyi, — that at all the other ‘ Days ’ it is the Aindri. [Hence 1 , 
it is the Aindri that should be adopted.] 


Adhikaeana (8) : When the conflicting details belong to an 

equal number of sacrifices, that belonging to the first 
one should be adopted. 

SUTRA (23). 

The principal one should be adopted, because of its injunction 

COMING FIRST. 



In a case where the conflict is between the Detail of an equal number of 
Main Sacrifices, that detail should be adopted which is the principal one ; 
e.g. there are the two details laid down in the two texts — ‘ One should offer 
to Agni-Visnu the Cake baked on Eleven Pans’, and ‘In the afternoon, 
one offers the Clarified Butter to Sarasvati ’ ; — here the course adopted is 
that related to Agni-Vi?nu which is the principal one ; — why ? — because its 
injunction comes first ; i.e. because it has been enjoined before the other one ; 
i.e. in the Vedie texts, the one bearing upon Agni-Vi§nu conies first in order 
of sequence, hence that is the course that should be adopted ; because the 
details appertaining to this course are without opposition from any quarter 
(as no other details have been enjoined previously) ; while as regards the 
other course relating to Sarasvati, the details relating thereto are faced by 
the opposition of the injunction that has gone before it ; the details relating 
to the second deity (Sarasvati) conies in after those relating to the former 
(Agni- Vi?(< <t) ; and when the details of the former have been already per- 
formed, the latter also has its purposes served by the same, so that the 
details relating to this latter become excluded. 

Some people think that in every case it is the course relating to the 
first one that should be adopted. — According to these, in the case of the 
•Fifteen Days’ Sacrifice ’ also the details adopted should be those relating 
to the principal (first) one. 

SUTRA (24). 

There is also a text indicative of the same conclusion. 

Bha§ya. 

There is a text also which points to the superiority of what comes first 
in order of sequence™' Adhvarasya pUrvamathdgneh upayi hi etat Jcarma 
yadagnikarma ’ ; and again, ‘ Yathd vai purvavasdyino jaghanydvasdyindm 
na niyante nehavasyasi nehdvasyasiii evamevaitat ’. 


Adhik. arana (9) : When there is conflict among the details 

of Subsidiaries mid Primaries* the, details of the Primary 
are. to be regarded as superior in authority. 

SUTRA (25). 

When* there is conflict among the details of Subsidiaries (and 
Primaries). — inasmuch as it is for that purpose, [it is 

THE FORMER THAT SHOULD BE EXCLUDED]. 

Bhasi/a, 

In connection with the Jyotistoma. there is the Diksaniya-Isti, laid down 
in the text — 'When going to be initiated, one should offer to Agni~Vi$nu 
a cake baked on eleven pans ‘ in course of this Isti, there is the Sutya 
' Day 5 : — the hue for these two are the two Parcans, according to the text — 
‘One who performs the 1st!. or the Animal-sacrifice, or the Soma-sacrifice. 
should perform it on the Moonless Day or the Full-Moon Day’. — In 
connection with all this, there are cases where ‘ there is one Initiation and 
three Upasads * [the latter being done on the Sutya day] ; — when there is a 
conflict regarding the time, the question arises— should the Initiation be 
performed on the prescribed Parva-day, and the Sutya on a Non-Parva-day ? 
or vice-versa ? ■ 

The Pun'ajxiksa is that “ the Initiation should be performed on the 
prescribed day, as that is the first to be enjoined.” 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhanta : — In a ease where there 
is conflict between the details of the Subsidiary and the details of the Primary, 
it is the details of the subsidiary that should be excluded. — Why ?— -Because 
it is for that purpose ; as a matter of fact, the performance of the subsidiary 
is made complete in its details only with a view to making the performance 
of the Primary perfectly complete in all its details ; if then, it so happens in 
any case that the adoption of the details of the Subsidiary makes the Primary 
defective, — what would be the use of making the subsidiary complete 
in its details 1 — From all this we conclude that it is the Sutya that should 
be performed on the Parva-day (prescribed), the Initiation being done on a 
.Non -Paroa -day. ; 


Adhikabana ( 10 ): In connection with the 4 Paridhi \ the 
details of both the 4 Paridhi 5 and the 4 Yupa 9 
should be performed. 

SUTRA (26). 

The Paridhi .should take in the details of both, because it serves 

BOTH PURPOSES. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Chatunnasya sacrifices, which involve the sacrifice 
of animals, — we read — * They tie the animal to the Paridhi '. — [At the 
Archetype, the animal is tied to the Yupa, Post. — There are certain details, 
such as washing and the rest, relating specifically to the Paridhi ; and then 
there are tl;te details prescribed in connection with the Yupa. — There arises 
the question therefore — When the Animal is tied to the Paridhi, should the 
details performed in relation to the Paridhi be those laid down for the Paridhi 
itself ? Or those laid for the Yupa only ? or both ?] — The Siddhdnta is 
as follows: — The Paridhi should take in the details of both, — i.e. the details 
prescribed for the Paridhi itself, as well as those prescribed for the Yupa.— 
“Why so ? ” — Because it serves both purposes', because in this case the 
Paridhi serves the purpose of the Paridhi — viz. the Protection of the Fire,' — 
as well as that of the Yv/pa, — viz. : the tying and consequent helplessness of 
I the animal -and the performance of the details is always regulated by 
the purposes served by them hence both sets of details should be per- 
formed, all those that may not be incompatible ; — for instance, (a) Besprink- 
ling with water mixed with Barley, Annointing and Covering, which are the 
details prescribed for the Yupa, and (6) the Tying up of Fuel, washing, 
annointing with the Mantra ‘ Juhtiavasururasi, etc.', and ‘ Abhyasravaiya ’ 
(the Pouring of Clarified Butter ?), which are the details prescribed for 
the Paridhi. 



Bhasya. 


“When there is incompatibility [between the two sets of details] those 
relating to the ‘ Yupa ’ shall be adopted, not those relating to the ‘ Paridhi ’ ; 
because of immediate connection ; the Animal is the principal factor; — as 
it is that which accomplishes the sacrifice ; and what is immediately con- 
nected with the Animal is the Yupa, which helps the animal directly and 
hence it is more intimately related to it ; while the Paridhi is related directly 
to the Fire, and the Fire with the offering-material, so that the Paridhi is 
related to the Animal only remotely; and between what is intimately related 
and what is remotely related, the former is more authoritative. — Why 1 — 
Because the notiqn of the intimate comes first, and those details that serve to 
accomplish transcendental results, when not related directly to any such result, 
come to be recognised as pertaining to the subsidiaries : hence the notion 
regarding those turns back from the main act and falls back upon the 
subsidiaries, and hence becomes concentrated in the most intimate detail, — 
then to the next non-intimate detail ; and it remains fixed upon that on 
which it falls first of all ; — there being no reason for passing it over,— 
From all this it follows that when there is incompatibility, the details 
adopted should be those relating to the Yupa specifically. — * What are these 
details ? ’ — Scraping, Raising, and Planting in the ground 


SUTRA (28). 


[SlDDHANTA]- — As A MATTER OF FACT, IT IS THE OTHER THAT SHOULD 
BE ADOPTED, AS IT IS THAT THAT HAS BEEN 
ENJOINED IN THAT CONNECTION. 


In the event of the details of the Yupa being incompatible, the other 
one should be adopted ; — why ? — because it is that that has been enjoined in 
that connection ; — the function of the Yupa, — viz. : tying of the animal — has 
been enjoined as to be done to the Paridhi ; the text ' They tie che animal 


fixes upon the piece of wood the character of " Pavidhi ' 


Adhikarana (11) : In connection with the 1 Paridhi there 
shall be no performance of such details of the ‘ Yupa ’ 
as may be incompatible. 

SUTRA (27). 

[PUbvapaksa]— In THE case of incompatibility, the DETAILS 

RELATING TO THE ‘ YUPA 1 SHOULD BE ADOPTED - BECAUSE OF 
IMMEDIATE CONNECTION.” 
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.and then speaks of the tying as to be done to it ; and this latter is understood 
as to be done in such a way as not to deprive the wood-piece of its character 
of “ Paridhi ’ ; in fact it is always prescribed as such, as we find in the case 
of the text — ‘ The stake in the farmyard becomes the Yupa ’. — If the Paridhi • 
wood were scraped and raised (as laid down in connection with the Yupa), 
it would lose its character of ' Paridhi ’, which must have the bark on and 
which must lie on the ground horizontally ; — and when the wood would 
cease to be ‘ Paridhi the direction of 'tying the animal to the Paridhi ’ 
•would not be followed literally. 

SUTRA (29). 

In both cases, the connection is wtth the subsidiary. 
Bhasya, 

In both cases, the details are connected with the subsidiary, — and not 
with the Primary, in any case. — As for the Proximity ('immediate connec- 
tion’, spoken of in Sutra 21), there can be no help rendered by such 
Proximity ; hence it can have no effect. — It follows from this therefore that 
the details adopted should be those relating to the Paridhi. 


Adhekarana (12) : As between the 4 Savaniya- Animal 9 and 
the 4 Puroddsha \ the former is the Principal Factor , 
and the Procedure of that same should be 
adopted . 

SUTRA (30). 

[PBRVAPAK§A] — “ As BETWEEN THE ‘ SaVANIYA-AnIMAL 5 AND THE 

‘ Savaniya Cable there should be option ; — w it is 

‘ ECTYPAL * IN CHARACTER ; BOTH BEING SUCH AS ARE 
NOT DIRECTLY LAID DOWN.” 

BMsya. 

[Iii connection with the Jyoti§toma , the Savaniya* Animal has been laid 
down ; the details of this come in from the Archetypal Animal-sacrifice, 
under the Genex’al Law similarly the offering of Savaniya Cah& also has 
been laid down, of which also the details come in from the Archetypal Cake- 
sacrifice under the General Law.- — Now then, at the Savaniya performance, 
both these details are open to adoption ; which one of the two sets of details 
shall be adopted — that relating to the Animal-sacrifice ? Or that relating 
to the Cake-offering ?] 

On this question, the Purvapaksa is as follows — “ There being a 
possibility of the details of the Savaniya Animal, as well as those of the 
Savaniya Cake, being adopted, — there should be option -, that is* either the 
Procedure of the Animal-sacrifice may be adopted in connection with the 
Savaniya Cakes, or the Procedure of the Savaniya Cakes may be adopted in 
connection with the Anirnal-saerifice. — Why so ? — Because there is no ground 
for differentiation ; as neither are the Cakes laid down under the Procedure 
of the Animal-sacrifice, nor is the Animal laid down under the Procedure of 
the Cake-offering ; both stand by themselves, independently of one another ; 
as is clear from the two texts — (a) ‘ Taking up the cup dedicated to the 
Ashvins . . . . .he offers the Savaniya animal', and (6) ‘At each extraction, 
Savaniya Cakes are offered ’.—-Between these two, if the Procedure of either 
one had been directly laid down, — while that of the other were purely 
implied, — then, in that case, the former would be the Principal factor and 
the latter would be subject to ‘extended application’; — as a matter of 
fact; however, both are such as a/re not directly laid down , — the Animal being 
‘ Ectypal and so also the Cakes ; hence even this ground for differentiation 
is not available. Consequently, inasmuch as both are equally admissible 
only indirectly under the General Law, the purposes 'would be served by 
either of the two. Hence there should be option. — Objection — ‘ It is definitely 
known that the Animal is Ectypal ; it is not right therefore that the Sutra 
should have used the doubtful expression if it is Ectypal''. — Answer — Even 
in matters admitting of no doubt, such doubtful expressions are used ; for 
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instance, in the following saying—' Brahmanas learned in the VeiOas who 
perform several sacrifices, reach the highest stages, if the scriptures are 
reliable 9 [there is no doubt that the scriptures are reliable ; an<i yet the 
doubtful expression has been used].” 

SUTRA (31). 

[SiDDHANTA]— As A MATTER OF FACT, THE PROCEDURE OF THE ‘ ANIMAL- 
SACRIFICE 5 SHOULD BE ADOPTED (AT THE ‘ CAKE-OFFERING ’), 
BECAUSE OF ITS SPECIFIC DECLARATION J — WHICH WOULD 
BE MEANINGLESS, IF THERE WERE OPTION. ' 



As a matter of fact, the Procedure of the 4 Animal-sacrifice ’ should be 
extended to the Oake-offerings, and there can be no option. — ■“ Why ? ” — 
Because of its specific declaration ; a special detail of the Animal-sacrifice has 
been laid down in connection with the Oake-offerings, in the following 
declaration — * Suktavdkpraisamagnimadyati ’ ; — this declaration would be 
meaningless, if there were option ; because the particular detail would come 
in, even without this declaration, in the case of one of the options. On 
the strength of the said declaration,— whioh would otherwise become mean 
ingless, — the particular detail in question has to be regarded as an essential 
feature (in the Cake-offering) (not admissible merely as one optional altera- 
tive). This detail could not come into the Cake-offering by ‘ extended 
application ’ ; as in that ease, the Praisa (Direction) would have to be pro- 
nounced by the Maitravaruna Priest; while there is no such Priest at the 
Cake-offering, at which there are only Four Priests, according to the text 
‘ At the Darsha-Purnamasa sacrifices, there are four Priests ’ (among whom 
the Maitravaruna is not included). At the Animal-sacrifice; the Maitrd- 
varuna Priest is present ; hence if the Procedure of the Animal-sacrifice 
comes in, there will be no incongruity or defect ; on the other hand, if the 
Procedure of the Cake-offering were adopted, either the number of Priests 
would have to be transgressed, or the Praisa would have to be pronounced by 
some one who is not the Maitravaruna ; and both these contingencies would 
involve incompatibility with the Archetype. — From all this it follows that 
it is essential ‘that the Procedure of the ‘ Animal-sacrifice ’ alone should be 
adopted, 

SUTRA (32). 

There is also a ‘ dragging on 5 of toe Animal- sacrifice ; as there 
is injunction in toe midst of the Procedure. 

Bhdsya, 

Then again, there is a * dragging on ’ of the Procedure of the Animal- 
sacrifice, — as is clear from the text — ‘ They operate upon the omentum at 
the Morning Extraction, upon the Cake at the Midday Extraction, and 


ADHYiYA XII, PADA n, ADHEK ARANA (12). 


2313 


•upon the limbs at the Evening Extraction’ [where the Cake occurs in the 
middle] ; — it is only by reason of this * dragging on ’ (of the Procedure of the 
Animal - offering ) , that this injunction of the Cake in the midst of the Procedure 
of that offering becomes* explicable. The procedure relating to the Cakes 
of the Morning Extraction is finished at the Morning Extraction, -as laid 
down in the text — ‘The Oakes relating to the Extractions are offered at 
each extraction ’ ; there would be no possibility of the Animal coming L in 
the midst of the Procedure of the Cake-offering, because of the break between 
the Cakes (of the Morning Extraction) and the operation on the limbs (at the 
Evening Extraction). In the present case the only doubtful point is regarding 
the coming in of the Animal along with the Cakes of the Morning Extraction, 
the other Cakes, being, without any doubt, included in the midst of the 
Procedure of either the Cakes of the Morning Extraction, or the Animal- 
sacrifice. 

Objection — “ In accordance with the declaration that ‘ They proceed 
with the Aryuydjas after the offering to Agni-Maruts ’, there being a ‘ post- 
ponement ’ of the Anuydjas, the Procedure of the Cake-offering also becomes 
extended on that account.” 

Answer — -Not so ; as the said ‘ Postponement ’ is that of those Anuydjas 
that pertain to the Animal-sacrifice. — “How do you know that ? It is 
found that there is to be ‘ disposal ’ of the Svaru at the end of the Soma- 
sacrifice, as laid down in the text — ‘ At the end of the sacrifice, they throw 
away the grass-bedding, as also the Svaru, for securing the sacrifice from 
harm ’ ; — this is possible only if it has been ‘postponed ■ (brought forward) 
along with the Anuydjas of the Animal-sacrifice ; it is not possible for it 
to be brought forward along with the Anuydjas of the Cake-offering ; because 
of the dictum that ‘ what comes in- by extended application cannot be post- 
poned, because there is no connection ’ ( Sutra 5. 1. 28) ; the time for these 
comes after the bringing in of the offering-materials ; what has been said 
regarding ‘ postponement * also refers to that situation. The Anuydjas 
relating to the Cakes of the Morning-Extraction, however, do not relate to 
that situation ; hence there can be no * postponement ’ of these.— Erom all 
this it follows that it is the Procedure of the Animal-sacrifice that has to be 
adopted. 

“Why cannot there be a clear declaration to that effect ? ” 

This objection has been already answered ; the text in question would 
have two ‘ hands ’ so to say, while laying down two things — the particular 
disposal and also the particular time, 

Erom all this it follows that the Procedure of the Animal-sacrifice should 
be adopted at the Cake-offerings and there can be no option in the matter. 


Adhikakana (13) : Where the Archetype and the Ectyper 

have similar Procedure, that of the Ectype should be 
adopted. 

SUTRA (33). 

jrf IS THE new one that should be adopted at the Archetype, IE 

IT HAS SIMELi " PROCEDURE ; BECAUSE THE OTHER IS NON- 
. -ESSENTIAL, AND WOULD BE USELESS. 



Question— In a case where the Procedure of the Archetype is similar to 
that of the Ectype, is it the Procedure of the Archetype that should be 
adopted— or that of the Ectype ? 

Objection— “ As a matter of fact, there is no Archetype whose Procedure 

is similar to that of the Ectype.” . 

Answer — That is why the conditional clause ‘ if it has similar Procedure 
has been introduced, which makes it clear that the discussion introduced is 
a purely hypothetical one. 

The Purvapakqa is as follows— “ If the Archetype is performed first, 
then the Archetypal procedure should be adopted, but if the Ectype is 
performed first, then the Ectypal procedure should be adopted. What 
would be the right course to adopt in the case in question ? The right 
course is that the Archetype should be performed first; because the 
Archetype is essential (compulsory), while the Ectype is only adventitious, 
as it comes in only if a certain desire or a certain contingency is present ;— 
and those that come first; are always more authoritative than those that come 
later. Hence it is the Archetype that is performed first, and when an 
act is performed first, it is the Procedure of that act that comes in first, as 
its time has arrived.— Hence in the case in question, it is the Procedure 

of the Archetype that should be adopted.” 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta ; — It is the new one , — 
ie. the Ectypal Procedure, — that should be adapted at the Archetype,— if it 
has similar procedure;, because the Ectype is not essential ; as a matter of 
fact, the Ectype is not essential (or compulsory), it comes to be performed 
only when there is a desire or a particular contingency present ; — and that 
desire to act which is prompted by such contingencies always sets aside that 
desire which pertains to the Essential Act ; because the contingent desire appears 
while the desire for the essential is there ; and hence the former could not 
appear without setting aside the latter ; in fact, if it did not set it aside, it 
would be useless, — the entire injunction of the Ectype would become useless. 
—When the desire to do a certain act has come in, the performance of that 
act should come first ; hence it is the Ectype that should be performed first j 
and when that is performed first, it is the Procedure of that that should be 
adopted first, — for reasons already adduced under the PuryppaJesa. From 
all this it follows that the Procedure of the Ectype should be adopted at the 
Archetype. 


Adhikarana (14): At the ‘ Agrayana 5 only * Flowering 
Grass ’ should he used. 

BMsya. 

In connection, with the Agrayana sacrifice, there is an offering of Cake 
baked on one Pan, made to Dydva-prthim ; — this is an Ectype (modification) 
of ‘the offering of Cake baked on one Pan’ that is made to Vishve-dJeva ; — 
in connection with this the ‘ Flowering Grass ’ has been laid down ; whereas 
in connection with the other two offerings made at the Agrayana (viz. 
the Aindragna and the Vaishvadeva), the grass laid down is either flowering 
or non-flowering. 

The question that arises is— At tins sacrifice, is there to be no restriction 
as to the using of Flowering or Non-flowering Grass ? Or must only Flowering 
Grass be used ? 

The Piirvapaksa is that — “ inasmuch as the Aindragna offering is the 
foremost, there should be no restriction (as there is no restriction regarding 
the Aindragna) 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta : — 

SUTRA (34). 

Tbee Procedure being the General one, the additional detail 

SHOULD BE EMPHASISED EVEN THOUGH LAID DOWN IN CON- 
NECTION WITH WHAT IS NOT THE FOREMOST OFFERING ; 

AS THERE WOULD BE NO INCOMPATIBILITY ; — AS 
IN THE CASE OF THE ‘ KiMSYA-BHOJIN 

Bhdsya. 

The Procedure applicable to the case of the Aindragna and other 
offerings being the general one of the Darsha-Fumamdm Sacrifice, the 
additional detail ( Flowering Grass) that has been laid down specifically in 
connection with the one particular offering to Dyavdprthiih (which is one 
of the three offerings in question, constituting the Agrayana Sacrifice), 
should be emphasised, — must be insisted upon as theonly one to be used through- 
out all the offerings, — even though it has been laid down directly in connection 
with the offering to Dydvdprthim only, which is not the foremost among the 
offerings ; — because such a course would not involve any incompatibility ; — - 
as in the case of the * Kdmsya-bhojin ’ ; there is the restrictive rale regarding 
the Pupil that he must eat in a bell-metal dish, — but there is no such restric- 
tion regarding the Teacher’s eating, — under’the circumstances, if an occasion 
should arise for both of them to eat out of the same dish, the dish will have 
to be of bett-metdl, even though this has been laid down in connection with the 
Pupil who is not the most important person ; — because otherwise there would 


be the omission of an important duty (on the part of the Pupil, if he ate out 
of a dish of another metal) ; — similarly in the case in question also [even 
though the Flowering Grass has been restrictively laid down only in connection 
with the offering to Dydvaprthim, which is not- the most important offering, 
yet it is the qualified Flowering Grass that should be used in connection with 
all the offerings ; as otherwise, if non-flowering grass were used throughout, 
the offering to Dydvaprthim would become defective by reason of the omission 
of what has been specially laid down for it].— From all this it follows that it 
is not right that there should be no restriction. 



Adhikabana (15) : At the Agrayana , the Procedure of any 
one of the three offerings— Aindragna and the rest- 
may be adopted. 

SUTRA (35). 

[PtlRVAPAKSA] — “ By REASON OF THE INTRODUCTION OF THAT, THERE 

SHOULD BE RESTRICTION REGARDING THE PROCEDURE ; JUST AS 
THERE IS RESTRICTION REGARDING THE PROCEDURE 

of the Animal-sacrifice , on account of 
the SUktayara.” 

BTiasya. 

[It has been settled that the Grass adopted should be the particular one 
laid down in connection with the Offering to Dyavdprthivi ; there arises now 
the question relating to the -rest of the Procedure — Should it be that related 
to that same offering ? Or may it be that of any of the three offerings, there 
being no restriction ?] 

The Purvapaksa is as follows “ By reason of the introduction of that , — 
i.e. of the Flowering Grass , — it follows that the Procedure adopted should be 
restricted to that of the Vaishvadeva-offering (which is the Archetype of the 
offering to Dyavaprthivi, which therefore takes in the Procedure of its Arche- 
type, under the General Law) ; — just as it has been settled (under Adhi. 12) 
that the course adopted, should be restricted to that of the Animal-sacrifice, 
by reason of the particular Suktavaka-Prai§a that has been laid down speci- 
fically (for the Animal-sacrifice).” 

SUTRA (36). 

[SlDDHlNTA] — As A MATTER OF FACT, IT SHOULD NOT BE SO ', AS THERE 
IS NO INCOMPATIBILITY. 

Bftdm/a. 

As a matter of fact, there should be no restriction ; — why ? — because 
there is no incompatibility ; the particular detail in question (Flowering Grass) 
is •'hot incompatible with the other offerings ; hence it cannot be regarded as 
pertaining specifically to any one offering (that to Dyavaprthivi) only; — 
and when it is not so specific, then it cannot serve to restrict any one of 
the Procedures. In the case of the Suktavdka, restriction was accepted, 
because the detail concerned appertained specifically to one thing, and hence 
it eould serve as the basis for restricting one or the other. 
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SUTRA (37) 

Also because they have wot been prescribed by the scriptures, 
Bhasya. 

Further, as a matter of fact, the Flowers have not been prescribed In the 
scriptures; they come in only by virtue of the General Law. — “What it 
that is so ? If they had been prescribed by the scriptures, then, by reason 
of that indicative feature, which is peculiar to the Archetype, the Procedure 
would have been restricted to that of the Vaishvad&va-offering (which is the 
Archetype concerned) or, by reason of the said Flowers appertaining to 
Ike offering to I>ydvaprthjw under the General Law itself, their assertion would 
be superfluous, — and in order to avoid this superfluity, it would be taken 
as indirectly indicating the Procedure of the Vaishvadeva-offering as the 
one to be adopted, — the idea being that ‘ the procedure adopted must be 
that wherein the Flowering Grass is used — As a matter of fact however, 
there is no scriptural text prescribing them. — Hence it follows that there can 
be no restriction regarding the Procedure to be adopted. 



ADHY1YA XII. 
pida in. 



in 


Adhikarana (1) : At the 4 Astaratra 5 sacrifice, there should 

be 4 combination * o/ 4 Calfskin y and 4 Unworn Cloth\ 

SUTRA (1). 


Tu.rvapak.sa} — "At the Yishvajit, ‘ Calf-skin ! should be worn, 

BECAUSE OP THE NAME ; OTHERWISE, IT SHOULD BE THE 

c Unworn Cloth 3 , on account of the larger 

NUMBER OP ‘ DAYS ’ BEING RELATED TO 
THAT PROCEDURE.” 


Bhasya. 


There is an Ahina sacrifice of the name of ‘ Astardtra ’ (‘ Eight-Day- 
Sacrifice ’ ) ; — connected with it are two Agni^totnm, named ‘ Vishvajit ’ 
and ‘ Ahhijit % laid down in the text, ‘ Abhita ubhayato jyotih, madhye §a4ahah, 
pa^hnkdtno hyetena yajita ’ [‘ There are two Jyotis at the two ends and the 
Sadaha, six-day-sacrifice, comes in the middle ; ' one desiring cattle should 
perform this sacrifice ’]. — In connection with the first of these, ‘the one- 
day-sacrifice Vishvajit, ‘Calf -skin 5 has been laid down as to be worn by 
the person who has come out of the Avabhrtha Bath, in the text — ‘Coming 
out of the Avabhrtha, he puts on the Calf -skin ’.—At the Jyotiqtorm however 
{which is the Archetype of all the above sacrifices), the ‘Unworn Cloth’ has 
been laid down as to be worn. — Both of these (Calfskin and Unworn Cloth) 
ire admissible at the A§tardtra. 

The question is — which of these two dresses should be worn ? — and the 
idea being that- — inasmuch as both these dresses serve the same purpose, 
•'here should be option, — we have the following Purvapaksa: — “ft is the 
Calfskin that should be worn; and it should not be a matter for option; 
that the Calfskin should be worn is indicated by the name [at the Primary 
Yishvajit sacrifice, Calf -skin is worn, and the first ‘ day ’ of the Astardtra 
is also named ‘ Vishvajit’ ; hence the ‘ Name ’ ‘ Vishvajit ' indicates the 
use of Calfskin], — while the ‘Unworn Cloth’ comes in by virtue of the 
General Law [since at the Jyoti§toma which is the Archetype, ‘Unworn 
Cloth’ is what is worn]; — and ‘Name’, which is a form of ‘word’, is 
more authoritative than the indications of the General Law, as has 
boon explained under Sutra 7. 4. 15.- — If 'there were nothing indicated by 
the Name, then, ‘Unworn Cloth’ would come in, by reason of the fact 
; that a larger number (Le. six) of the ‘days’ (of the ‘Eight-Day-Sacrifice’) 
have the Jyotistoma for their Archetype [and hence adopt the details of 
that sacrifice where ‘Unworn Cloth’ is worn]. — -But indication by the 
‘Name’ is actually present (which points to the wearing of the Calfskin ); 
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hence the ‘Unworn Cloth’ cannot come in. — Objection — ‘But the text 
contains the expression ‘ abhito jyotih' — ‘ There are two Jyotis at the two 
ends' , where we have the name Jyoti, which indicates the details relating to 
the Jyotistoma [and this should bring in the Unworn Cloth ] — Even so, as 
the name ' Vishvajit ’ (coming first) is the more important of the two, 
greater authority attaches to that.” 

SUTRA (2). 

[SiddhAnta] : — Thebe is ho incompatibility between the two ; as 
the ‘ Calf-skin ’ forms the Upper Garment. 

Bhdsya. 

There should be no such restriction as that Calf -skin alone should be 
worn ; as a matter of fact, there should be combination of both ; if both are 
combined, then the declaration of the Entire Procedure taking in all the details 
and subsidiaries becomes duly followed. — “ But the indications of Name 
being more authoritative, the Unworn Cloth should be taken to be rejected.” 
— It would be rejected if there were incompatibility between the two (Calf- 
skin and Unworn Cloth') ; — there is however no incompatibility between the 
tu>o ; — how ? — the Calf -skin serves the purposes of the Upper Garment [the 
Unworn Cloth being the Lower Garment ], and by custom, a man has to put 
on two garments.— -“ But, in regard to the Upper Garment, the term ‘ wear ’ 
is never used.” — Not so; the term is used even in reference to the Upper 
Garment, as we find such statements as — ‘wears the blanket’, ‘wears the 
deer-skin * [the Blanket and the Deerskin being always used as upper 
garments], — From all this it follows that there should be combination of both 
[and both should be worn]. 


Adhiilarana (2) : In the case of the 1 Anunirvdpya 

(subsequent) Offerings' the Procedure adopted should 
be that of the Cake-offering . 

SUTRA (3). 

[Purvapaksa] — “ In the case op the 4 Anunirvapya-offerings the 
Peocedxjbe should be restricted oh the basis op the 

LARGER NUMBER.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the * Agni \ we read — ‘ Agnisomiyasya pashupuro- 
ddshamanu devasuhavimsi nirvapati ’ [‘Supplementary to the meat-cake 
dedicated to Agni-Soma, one offers the Devasu-oblations ’]. — At the Anu- 
bandb/ya Sacrifice also there are these Devasu-oblations. 

[The question is— -Which procedure should be adopted in connection 
with the Anunirvdpya [supplementary) Devasu-o fferings — that of the Devasu- 
oblations ? or of the Cake-offering ?] 

The Purvapaksa is as follows : — “ The Procedure should be restricted on 
the basis of the larger number ; i.e. the number of the Supplementary Oblations 
being larger ( eight ), the procedure of these should be extended to the Cake- 
offering. — Then again, the declaration of the Sv istakrt - offering contains the 
term ‘ Svistakrt ’ ; — and in connection with the meat-cake-offering, as also 
in connection with the Devasu-oblations, we have it laid down that * an 
offering should be made to Svistakrt ’ ; — all this is explicable only if the 
procedure adopted is that of the Supplementary Offerings ; on the other 
hand, if the Procedure of the Cake-offering were adopted, then the term 
4 Svisfakrt ’ should not be there at all ; and hence it would remain in- 
explicable and unincluded.” 

SUTRA (4). 

[SiddhSnta] — By virtue op their adventitious character due to 

THE PARTICULAR DECLARATION, THE CAKE- OFFERING SHOULD 
HAVE ITS OWN DETAILS, AND BECAUSE THE OTHER IS 
THE PREDOMINANT FACTOR. 



The ‘ subsequent offerings ’ are ‘ adventitious ’ — i.e. not permanent 
fixtures ; — because of the particular declaration ; the declaration being — ‘ He 
offers it after the cake’ ; what this declaration means is that ‘first of' all 
there is the meat-calce-offering, after that come the Subsequent Offerings , — 
the former thus being the predominant factor, and the latter the subor- 
dinate factor. Consequently, (a) because the Subsequent Offerings are 




SUTRA (5). 


Also because it is in its own place. 


Bhasya. 


Further, the ‘ place ’ of the Meat-Cake-offering is just after the operation 
of the omentum ; hence its subsidiaries also should come in at that same 
* place — -because as a rule. Subsidiaries have the same place as their 
Primaries. If then, the Procedure adopted were that of the Subsequent 
Offerings, then the Subsidiaries would be performed in the place of those 
offerings; in that case the Subsidiaries of the Meat-Cake-offering would not 
be performed in their own place (which is the place of the Meat-Cake-offering 
itself). Hence in order to secure for these subsidiaries their own place, it 
is necessary to adopt the Procedure of the Meat-Cake-offering. 


SUTRA (6). 


On account of the mention op the ‘ Svistakrt THIS cannot be 
so ”, — if this is urged [then the answer is as given 
in the next Sutra]. 


T his argument has been urged above by the Purvapaksm ; it has got to 
be refuted. The answer to this (as offered by some people) is as follows : — 


SUTRA (7), 


There should be a modification, as in the case of the PavamAna 


Bhasya, 


If the Svistakrt, which is recognised to be admissible, remains unincluded 
in the Procedure of the Meat-Cake-offering, —it could bo regarded Si? a 
* modification on the basis of the declaration that * one makes (he offering 
to Agni-Svistakrt \ so that the words used in the offering should contain the 
term * svi§}akrt ’ ; — just as in the case of the declaration. — " One makes the 
offering to Agni-Pavamdna % the words used in making the offering contains 
the term * pavamana \ — so should it be in the present Case also. 


ADHY&YA XU, PADA HI, ADHESABASA (2), 

SUTRA (8). 

As A MATTER OP PACT, THERE SHOULD BE NO MODHTOATIOH j J* SHOULD 
BE AS AT THE ARCHETYPE ; SPECIALLY AS THE TERM WOULD 
COME IN WHERE THERE IS INJUNCTION OP IT. 


There should be no modification ; that is,' the words should not contain 
the term ‘ svistakrt ’ ; they should be as at the Archetype, through Transference 
(based upon the General Law). — As for the condition that the modification 
should be made ‘ on the basis of the declaration — as a matter of fact, the 
declaration quoted does not lay down any modification of the words ; all 
that the declaration ‘ Makes the offering to Agni-Svi^taJcrt ’ lays down 
is the offering of the Deoiled- oblations ; if, in addition to this, it were taken 
as laying down a modification of the words also, this would involve a syntac- . 
tical split. — “ How then could the term ‘ svistakrt * come in ? ” — It would 
came in where there is injunction of it ; the actual injunction of the Svistakrt- 
offering is in connection with the Barsha-Purnamdsa ; so that it is this 
offering that would be accompanied by the term ‘ svistakrt ’ ; and it is 4 in 
reference to this that we have the declaration in question, for the purpose 
of indicating that same offering. It follows therefore that what the asser- 
tion ‘ the offering is to be made to Agni-SviMakrt ’ means is that ‘ the offering is 
to be made to Agni the Receiver of Remnants Just as in the case of such 
declarations as — ‘The Grass consists of Reeds’, — or ‘ The Clarified Butter 
consists of Fresh Butter ’, — what is indicated by the name of the substance 
indicative of the Archetype is the purpose served by the substance at that 
Archetype ; — so in the case in question also, the term ‘ svistakrt ’ points, by 
indirect indication, to the Deity of the Archetypal Sacrifice. 



Adhikabaka (3) : The combination of several accessory 

details , serving different purposes . 

SUTRA (9). 

When several details are laid down in reference to the same 
Sacrifice, there should be performance of all. 

Bhasya , . 

When several accessory details are laid down in connection with the 
same Sacrifice, there should be performance of all ; i.e. there should be combina- 
tion ; as it is only thus that the injunction of them all serves a useful purpose ; 
and the declaration of the entire Procedure taking in all the details also 
would ho honoured thus 5 — for example in the case of such details as — 
‘ Pours straight,— Pours continuously— Pours forward \ 


Adhikarana (4) : When several Details seme the same 

purpose, there should be option. 

SUTRA (10). 

Details serving the same purpose should re treated as options ; 

IE THERE WERE COMBINATION, THERE WOULD BE REPETITION 

oe the Main Act. 


When several Details serve the same purpose , — i.e. perform the same 
function, — they should be treated as options; e.g. (a) Vrihi and Taw (as 
corns for malting Oakes), (6) Khadira and other woods for making the 
Sacrificial Post, (c) the Brhat-Sdman and the Rathanlara-Saman ; — in all 
these cases there should be option.- — -If there were combination, there would 
be repetition of the Main Act ; the needful having been done by one detail, 
if the second were also taken up for use, there would be repetition of the 
Main Act ; which would be improper.— Why ?— The Main Act is done eithei 
for the purpose of obtaining a desirable result, of (when repeated) for helping 
the Result, — it is never done merely for the sake of a detail ; and when the 
purpose is served by a single performance of the act, its repetition would 
be entirely useless. 

SUTRA (11). 

“ It might be repeated eor a useful purpose 5? , — IE this be urgei 
[then the answer would be as given in the next Sutra]. 





Says the Opponent — “ Your view is that the repetition would b 
useless ; but it would not be useless ; as the main act would be repeated fo 
the purpose of finding use for the injunction of the additional Detail.” 


SUTRA (12). 


That cannot be; as it is not sanctioned by the scriptures. 


Jtstiasya. 

What has been suggested cannot be right. — Why ? — Because it is 
sanctioned by the scriptures ; the repetition in question has not been 
down anywhere in the scriptures ; there is, in fact, no authority for it 
what basis then could it be done ? — As regards ‘ the finding of use for 
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SUTRA (13). 

Whenever it is (intended), there is always a text sanctioning 

SUCH REPETITION. 

Bhasya. 

In some cases we have texts laying down repetition, — e.g. ‘ One should 
do both at the Samsava,' ‘ One should do both at the Goaava ’ ; in connection 
with the Ekdha also we read — One should sing both Brhat and Rathantara \ 
— All these texts would not be there (in special cases) if there were to be 
repetition in every case where several details are laid down. — From this 
also it follows that there should be option in the case in question. 

SUTRA (14). 

There is a text also which indicates as ip there were option. 
Bhasya. 

There is the following text which appears to indicate that there should 
be option — ‘ At other sacrificial performances. Posts are made of Bilva or 
Khadira or Paldsha wood, — but at this particular sacrifice, it should be made 
of Khadira wood only ’ ; — this text . restricts the use of the Khadira wood 
for making the Post at the Vajapeya sacrifice, and makes a reference to the 
option permitted at other sacrifices. — From this also it follows that in the 
case in question, there should be option. 

SUTRA (15). 

The ‘ USEFULNESS ’ would come in at another time. 

Bhasya. 

It has been argued that — “ if there were option, the injunction of the 
other details would be useless ”. — But in reality, there would be no such 
uselessness ; as the use for that would come in at another time, i.e. at another 
performance of the act ; and as there would be this use for it, there can be 
no authority for repetition. — “ But for option also, there is no authority.” — 
Xot so ; because in the case of option, nothing is done which is not sanctioned 
. by the scriptures ; it has been laid down that ‘ One should perforin sacrifices 
with the Vrihi corn andlthe sacrifice is performed with that corn; similarly 
there is the injunction that ‘ One should perform sacrifices with Yava-com \ 
and the sacrifice is performed with this corn also ; but at one and the same 
performance both kinds of corn are not used, as there is no need for it.— 
“ Why are both not mixed up ? ” — -That would not be right, because what 
has been laid down in the scriptures is that each one of the two, singly by itself, 
serves to accomplish the sacrifice ; and if the two were mixed up, it would 
run counter to these scriptures. 

From all this it follows that there should be option. 


AdbTkarana (5) : In the case of Expiations prescribed for 
the correction of defects , there should be option. 

SUTRA (16). 

In the case of Expiations, — inasmuch as they serve the 

PURPOSE, [THERE SHOULD BE OPTION] ; EVERYONE OF ttthim is 
RELATED TO SOMETHING THAT HAS HAPPENED ; HENCE 
THERE SHOULD BE DESTRUCTION OF at.t. tttts 

(by each Expiation singly by 
itself). 

Bhasya. 

Expiations are of two kinds— (a) some are meant for correcting defects 
that may have crept in through inadvertence, and (6) some are laid down 
as parts of a sacrificial .performance, to be performed under certain 
contingencies.— (a) To the former class belong such expiations as are laid 
down in the following texts — ‘ If the sacrifice should suffer disruption in 
regard to the verse, one should offer an oblation into the Garhapatya Fire, 
with the Mantra Bhuh svaha ; if the disruption be in reference to a Yaju$ 
text, he should offer an oblation into the Dak$indgni, with the Mantra 
Bhuvah svaha-, if the disruption be in reference to a Saman, he should offer 
an oblation into the Ahavamya, with the Mantra, Svah svaha ; if it be not 
ascertainable in what respect the disruption has occurred, the oblation 
should be offered in the Ahavamya with the Mantra, Bhurbhuvahsvah- 
svdha ’. — The phrase ‘ artimiydt ’ means * should suffer disruption ’. — “ What 
would constitute the ‘ disruption * of the sacrifice ? ”■ — The omission of what 
has been enjoined and the commission of what has been prohibited. — “ How 
is it known that a certain Expiation is meant for the mending‘'or correcting 
of what has suffered disruption ? ’’—This is learnt from the sentence itself 
which is in the form— if it suffers disruption, this should be done ’ ; if even 
on the performance of the Expiation, the disruption or defect would still 
persist,— then what would be the use of performing the Expiation at all ? 

Some one might argue here that — “The expiation herein laid down is 
only a subsidiary of the sacrifice, meant to be performed when the con- 
tingency of the disruption happens [so that it falls under the second, not 
the first, category of Expiations].” 

This person should be addressed as follows: — That act is regarded as 
subsidiary to a Primary act, which makes the Primary fruitful ; — by the 
disruption mentioned, the Pri m ary has been reduced to the position of futility ; 
if then it were rendered fruitful by the act that is laid down, then this latter 
would be subsidiary to the said Primary ; — if however the Primary had 
Somehow become futile and is made fruitful by the Expiation, then, verily, it 
becomes admitted that it has corrected or mended the discrepancy or defect 
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that had come hi ; —on the other hand, if the Expiation does not make the 
Primary fruitful, then it is not subsidiary to the sacrifice ; and in that case the 
assertion that ‘ it is a subsidiary to the Primary to be performed under a certain 
contingency * falls to the ground. — Then again, in several eases, we find it 
declared in supplementary texts that there is brought about a correction 
or mending of what had been spoilt -such as, 1 Agnirvai devdnam pathikrt, 
tameva sve-na bluigadheyena updsiran, .sa Svainami panthdnamapi nayaii, ya 
enam vralamd lambhayatrh \ — From all this it follows that the Expiations; 
referred to are for the purpose of correcting discrepancies. 

When there are several such Expiations (laid down as correcting the 
same discrepancy), there should be option. — Why ? — Because every one of 
them is related to something that has happened — some defeet that has actually- 
crept in ; — e.g. ‘ when there is disruption in regard to the verse, one should 
offer the oblation with the Mantra, Bhuh svnlm \ — From this it is clear that 
there should be destruct ion of all th is — defect — by each and every one of the 
Expiations prescribed. 80 that when the defect has been removed by one 
Expiation, the second and other Expiations could only' come in at other 
performances of t he sacrifice. Hence it follows that there should be option. 

The same eonelusiuu holds good also regarding Expiations laid down in 
the Snwi/is. 



AdhXkaeana (6) : In the case of * Contingent Expiations 
there should he ‘ combination 

StJTRA (17). 

Thebe should be * combination * usr the case of. such Expiations 

AS ABB HOT MEANT FOB COBBECTING DISCREPANCIES . 


In the case of those Expiations which are not for the purpose of correct- 
ing discrepancies, there' should be 4 combination “ Which are those 
Expiations ? ” — They are those which are not laid down as to be performed 
either on the omission of what has been enjoined or on the commission of 
what has been forbidden; for example— ‘If the sun rise before one has 
performed his Agnihotra, he should offer Cooked Rice to Mitra ; also a cake 
baked on one pan, to Surya ’ If the sun rise before one has performed 
his Agnihotra , the Husband and Wife should remain silent and fast during 
the day ’ ; — in this case we do not find any fault (of commission or omission) 
on the part of the Performer ; — and when there is no fault or defect, what is 
there that could be corrected ? all that the texts do is to lay down a 
certain act as to be done when the contingency of sun rising at a certain 
time appears ; — such an act is ‘ contingent * ; and inasmuoh as it has been 
laid down in the context of a particular sacrifice, it is recognised to be 
subsidiary to that sacrifice ; and all those that happen to be so laid down 
become inoluded under the Declaration of Procedure ,* hence there should 
be * Combination ’ of all these. 
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Adhikarana (7) : At the time of the sacrificial performance, 
Mantras should he recited l even though it happen to be a 
day c unfit for Vedic Study \ 

SUTRA (18). 

[Purvapaksa] — “ Inasmuch as Mantras arf related to sacrifices, 

THEY SHOULD BE USED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE RULES LAID 
DOWN IN REGARD TO THEM ; SPECIALLY AS THE RULE 
RELATES TO THE USE OF MANTRAS.” 

Bhasya. 

[In the course of sacrificial performances, certain Mantras have to be 
recited ; — there are certain days on which the reading of the Veda has been 
forbidden ; — the question arises — when a sacrifice is performed on such a 
day, should Vedic Mantras be recited or not ?] 

The Purvapaksa is as follows — “ When Mantras are used at a sacrificial 
performance, they should '■ be used in accordance with the rules laid down in 
regard to them ; — i.e. those rules that have been laid down in connection with 
the getting up of the Mantras, such as — ‘ One should not read the Veda 
on a Parva-day — one should not read the Veda during a storm, — one should 
. not read the Veda when it is thundering ’, — Why so ? — Because the rules 
relate to the use of Mantras ; the rules in question have been laid down in 
connection with the use of Mantras ; — and the reciting of Mantras at a 
sacrifice also is a use of the Mantra ; — hence the rules must apply to this 
also.” 

StJTRA (19). 

fSlDDHlNTA] — AS A MATTER OF FACT, THE RULES HAVE BEEN PRESCRIBED 

IN CONNECTION WITH THE ‘ LEARNING ’ ; HENCE MANTRAS 
SHOULD BE USED AT ALL TIMES ; AS THE USE OF MANTRAS 
IS FOR THE PURPOSES OF THE PERFORMANCES. 

Bhasya. 

As a matter of fact, Mantras should be used at all times , — even on day t 
that are ‘ unfit for study ’.—Why so ? — Because the rules in question have 
been laid down in regard to that reading oi Mantras which is done for the 
purposes of learmng them; so that they pertain to the learning of the Mantras 
and make the learning perfect. — What are the perfections of the learning ? 
— Its ‘ perfection ’ consists in its being accomplished without obstacles.— 
“ How do you know that the Rules have been prescribed in connection wit! 
the learning of the Mantras ? ’’—Because they are found to be prescribed 
in reference to the time of learning the Veda, not in reference to the tim* 
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of sacrificial performances. — “ The Rules may not pertain to the performance ; 
they must pertain to the Mantras themselves; and when pertaining to 
Mantras, they should be applicable to all cases where Mantras are used ”. — 
Our answer to this is as follows.- — As a matter of fact, the Rules have not 
been prescribed in reference to Mantras ; they have been prescribed in 
reference to the learning, — the sense being that ‘the learning becomes duly 
accomplished when carried on in such and such a fashion’-; the Mantra 
cannot be accomplished in this fashion; hence it must follow that the 
Rules pertain to the learning of the Mantras.-— When the Mantras are used 
during a sacrificial performance, it is not for the purpose of being learnt , — 
it is for the purposes of the performance; — hence the Rules cannot apply 
to this ease.— Then again, the performance of the sacrifice has been laid 
down as to be done on the Parva-day (Full Moon or Moonless Day), — and 
Reciting of the Mantra on that day has been forbidden ; — if, in obedience 
to this prohibition, the sacrifice were performed without reciting the Mantras , 
then the entire effort would be futile. If (in order to avoid this) it were 
performed on a Nan-Parva day, even then there would be the same difficulty 
(i.e. the whole performance would be futile, not being done on the day 
prescribed for it). — Lastly, the sense of the Vedie Rules is that Mantras 
should be used even on days ‘unfit for study’, — while that they should 
not be so used might be the sense of a Smrti rule ; — and the Veda is certainly 
more authoritative than the Smrti ; for this reason also the restrictions laid 
on the use of Mantras should not be obeyed (at sacrifices). 


liliiHliililBli 



Adeekarana (8) : During the Sacrificial Performance , 

Mantras should he recited with the ordinary Textual- 
Accent. 

SUTRA (20). 

[PtJRVAPAKfjA] — “ Inasmuch as there is injunction of the 

* BHlSIKA ’ ACCENT, THE ■ PrAVACHANA • (TEXTUAL) ACCENT 
SHOULD BE EXCLUDED -AS IN THE CASE OF THE TERM 


Bhasya. 

In the Brdhmanas, certain Mantras have been laid down with their 
* Bhdsika ’ accent, while in the Mantra-text itself they are found with the 
ordinary ‘Textual 5 threefold accent. This is found to be the case with the 
Mantra, 1 Imamagrbhnan rashandmrtasya Y which has been laid down (in the 
Brahmana) as to be used at the Ashvamedha [and where the Brahmana has laid 
down this use of the Mantra, it has given to it the accent known as ‘ Bhdsika * ; 
while the accentuation of the same Mantra as found in the Mantra Samhitd- 
text, is totally different]. — “ What is the Bhdsika accent ? ” — It has been 
thus defined — ‘When the Samavedins, the Bgvedina and the YajurvSdim 
use the high and low tones [in accordance with the rules relating to the 
reciting of Mantras belonging to the various Vedas — such as ‘Verses of 
the Rgveda should be recited loudly, those of the Yajurveda in silence, etc.’], 
that tone is called ‘ Bhdsika ’. 

[The question therefore arises that — when a certain Mantra is used at a 
sacrifice, — should it be used with the Bhdsika accent? Or the Textual 
Accent ?] 

The Furvapaksa is as follows — “In the case of these Mantras, there 
should be exclusion of the Textual Accent,- — i.e. it should not be used. — Why ? 
— Because another accent has been laid down; — as in the case of * aim ’ ; 
it having been laid down that ‘ one should use the term ird in place of the 
term gird there is exclusion of the term ‘ gird \ — ‘ But how do you know 
that what has been laid down is the accent, not 'merely the Mantra-text 
itself ? ’ — There can be no need for the laying down of the Mcrntra-text, 
this being known from its own words ; while the Accent cannot be known 
unless it is actually laid down ; hence it is that we conclude that when the 
use of the Mantra is laid down in the Brahmana; it is for the purpose of 
prescribing the accent to be used [and as it is the Bhdsika accent that is found 
in the Brahmana, it follows that during the performance, the Mantra should 
be used with the Bhdsika accent].” 


2333 


ADHYlYA XII, PlBA in, ADHIKARANA (8). 

SUTRA (21). 

[SiDDHINTA] — As A MATTER OF FACT, IT IS THE INJUNCTION OF 'THE 

Mantra-text itself, not of the * Bhasika 5 accent the 

TEXT IS FOUND MENTIONED WITH THE ‘ BhISIKA ’ ACCENT 
WITH A VIEW TO UNIFORMITY. 

Bhdsya. 

When the Brahmana lays down the use of the Mantra , it is an injunction 
of the Mantra-text itself, not of the accent. — “ How do you know this ? ” — 
We deduce it from the fact that the expression used is similar to that of the 
injunction of Mantra-texts. — “ What is its similarity to that injunction ? 

The similarity lies in the fact that the Brahmana has added the words — 

* with this he takes hold of the Horse’s Hope ’ ; it is with the Mantra-text 
that the Rope is taken up, not with the Bhasika-accent ; it is the Mantra- 
text too (with the words * Imam agrbhnam ’), — and not the accent— -that 
indicates the action of taking up. — “ Why then is the Bhasika-accent used j at 
all (with the Mantra when it is mentioned in the Brahmana as to be used) ? " 
— -The text is found mentioned with the * Bhasika ’ accent with a view to 
uniformity; i.e. throughout the Brahmana-text, the accent adopted is the 
Bhasika one ; in the midst of this Brahmarta-text, there occur certain Mantra- 
texts ; — if these Mantra-texts occurring among Brahmana-texts , were read 
with their Textual accents, then there would be a break in the continuity of 
the Bhd$ika accent of the Brahmana- texts (preceding and following the 
Mantra-text) ; and it is for the purpose of avoiding this break that the Mantra- 
texts occurring among Brahmcvna-texts, are found with the Bhasika accent ; — 
just as when singers introduce inter their songs musical variations, they 
sing these in the time of the main song itself, with a view to avoid the break 
in the continuity of the tune. — It thus follows that when the „ Mantra-text 
is mentioned in the Brahmana-text, it should not be regarded as the injunction 
of the use of the Bhasika accent. 

[Another explanation of the Sutra comes after the Bha. on Su. 24 below.] 

SUTRA (22). 

[In the case of e Ira ’] it is regarded as a £ modification ’ 

BECAUSE THERE IS NO REASON (AGAINST IT). 

1 Bhdsya. 

As regards the case of the terms ‘ ird ’ and ‘ gird it is only right that 
there should be a ‘ modification ’ of the term ‘ gird ’ into ‘ ird ’, — as there is 
no reason against it, as there is in the case in question, where the fact of the 
reference being to the Mantra has been treated as a reason for not taking 
Hie sentence as laying down the ‘ Bhasika-accent * ; there is no such reason 
why the sentence speaking of the term ‘ ird' should not be regarded as 
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laying down the use of that term ; hence in this latter case, the sentence is 
taken as laying down the use of the term ‘ ira ’ (in place of * gird ’ ) ; and 
hence, such use having been laid down in reference to the time of the 
sacrificial performance, it has been taken as setting aside the term ‘ gird ’ 
which is the form found in the Mantra -text ; and hence in that case there is 
modification (of the original term). 


Adhikarana ( 9 ) : Those Mantras that have been taught only 

in the ‘ Bhasika ’ accent , should be used with 
that same accent 

SUTRA (23). 

[PtfBVAPAK?A] — “ INASMUCH AS THE SAME REASONING IS APPLICABLE 
HERE, THE, SAME THING SHOULD BE DONE ALSO WHERE IT IS 
NOT FOUND (IN THE MANTRA-TEXT).” 


It has been decided that when a Mantra has been found in the Mantra- 
text -with, the Textual accent , it should be used with that same accent ; but 
there are cases where the Mantra is not found in- the Mantra-text, and it 
has been laid down in the Brahmana-text with the ' Bhasika ’ accent ; e.g. 
in the case of the Mantra — ‘ Tam vai prohet vanaspatyosi ’ [where the Mantra 
‘ Vanaspatyosi ’ has been enjoined, and it is a Mantra that is not found in 
the Mantra-text (Samhita)].— -Now what is to be done in this case (regarding 
the use of the Accent) ? 

The Purvapakga is as follows—" Inasmuch as the same reason is applic- 
able here , the same thing should be done also where it is not found in the Mantra- 
text ; the reasoning put forward in the preceding Adhikarana was that ‘ the 
Brdhmana-sentence contains the injunction of the Mantra, because the words 
are similar to it ’ ; this same reasoning is applicable to the case in question 
also ; even in cases where the Mantra is not found in the Mantra-text , the 
Brdhmana-sentence should be taken as laying down the Mantra itself, not 
the ‘ Bhasika accent . Hence such Mantras also should be used with the 
* textual ’ accent (not the ‘ Bhasika ’ one}.” 



SUTRA (24). 


[SiddhAnta] — In asmuoh as it has its source there, and the 

UTTERANCE IS ITS SOLE INDICATOR [IT SHOULD BE RECITED 
WITH THE * BHASIKA ’ ACCENT], 


Inasmuch as it has its source there, — i.e. as the Mantra in question has 
its source in the Brdhmana itself, — it should be used with the ‘ Bhdgika 
accent ; — specially because the utterance is its sole indicator' ; actual utterance 
(reciting) is the only indication that is possible of Mantras ; they are 
recognised just as they are recited ; — the Mantras in question are in their 
very origin connected with the ‘ Bhasika ’ accent ; — hence there is no ground 





lor attributing any other form to them; so that they must be used in that 
same form (i.e. with the i Bhasika'.' > accent). 


The following is another explanation of Six. 21 — The Brabmana-text, 
e Imamagrbhiian rashandmrtasyetyashvabhidhamrnddaite ’ is not an- injunction 
of the Mantra, it only indicates its opening words ; the words as they appear 
in their source (in the Mantra-text) appear with the 'textual’ accent hence 
the injunction is of Mantras with that same accent. 

In a case however where the Mantra has its source in the Brahmana 
text itself (e.g. the Mantra dealt with under Adhi, 9), as there is nothing in 
tKe MarUra-text by which it could be taken to be indicated in the Brdhmai^a- 
Uxi t no such indication is possible ; hence such a Mantra has to be rised in 
the same form (and with the same accent) in which it is found in the 
Brahmaria-text itself. 


. . |: ; * ( 
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Adhikarana (10) : In the case of Mantras laid down as to 
be used in connection with certain acts , the act should be 
performed after the Mantra has been pronounced. 

SUTRA (25). 

Inasmuch as the Mantras are meant tor the purpose of the 

PERFORMANCE OF THE ACTS, THE COMMENCEMENT OF THE PER- 
FORMANCE SHOULD FALL IN WITH THE END OF THE MANTRA ; 

SPECIALLY AS IT IS THE WHOLE MANTRA THAT 
SERVES THE PURPOSE OF ITS UTTERANCE. 

Bhasya. 

There are certain Mantras that are laid down as to be used in connection 
with certain acts — such as * He cuts off the branch with the Mantra, Ise tvd — 

‘ He takes it up with the Mantra, Devasya tvd savituh prasave \ 

(The question arising here is — Should the act concerned be performed 
after, or before, the Mantra has been uttered ?] 

The Siddlwnta is as follows : — -In these cases, the commencement of the per- 
formance— oi that act in connection with which the Mantras are used, — 
shm/ld fall in with the end of the Mantras.-— “ Why so — Because it 
t) , whole Mantra that serves the purpose of its utterance; it is the 
v boh Mantra that serves the whole purpose for which the \M antra is 
used.- -“What is the purpose of the utterance of the Mantra ? — It is the 
bringing of the act concerned to the mind of the performer at the time of 
its performance ; when a Mantra is uttered, it is understood that the act 
spoken of in the Mantra lias to be performed ; — and the act for which the 
Mantra is to be used is recognised, sometimes through the force of the words 
of the Mantra itself, and sometimes by direct declaration, such as ‘ with 
such and such a Mantra, ‘ he takes up the rope ’ or ‘makes the offering''. As a 
matter of fact, this act comes to the mind only after the whole of the Mantra 
has been uttered ; and this is enough to serve ail purposes so long as it 
does not slip off from the mind, — From all this it follows that in the case of 
Mantras that are to be used in connection with certain acts, the commence- 
ment of the act should fall in with the end of the Mantra. 


Abhikarana (11): In the case of the c Vasordhdrd \ also 
the Performance shall come at the end of the 
Mantra. 

SUTRA (26). 

[PffRVAPAKSA] — “ IN THE CASE OF THE ‘VaSORDHARA THERE SHOULD 
BE COINCIDENCE OF THE BEGINNINGS, BECAUSE OF THE PRESENCE 
OF THE TERM ‘ CONTINUOUS 

Bhd§ya. 

In connection with the ■ Agni \ we read — ‘ Santatam vasordharam juhoti ' • 
[‘ One pours the Vasordhdrd- oblation continuously 

[Here also the question is— Should the oblation be poured, before or 
after, the Mantra has been uttered ? — -The point in which this case differs 
from the foregoing one is that the Vasordldird consists, not of one oblation, 
but of a series of twelve oblations.] 

The most reasonable, answer that presents itself is that, according to ' 
the principle of the preceding Adhikcvrana, the offering should be made at 
the end of the M antra. — Against this there is the following Purvapaksa — 

“ In the case of the Vasordhdrd, there should be coincidence of the beginnings ; — 
i.e, the beginning of the performance and the beginning of the Mantra shout 1 
be made to fall in together. — Why ? — Because of the presence of the term 
' * continuous ’ ; [in the term ‘Santatam’] the prefix 'Sam' signifies unification, 
— the root 'tan' signifies spreading-out operation, — thus the root 'tan' 
with the prefix ‘ sam’ is used in a ease where two tilings operate in unison 
(together) ; — in the case in question, the two things standing in proximity 
to one another are the Mantra and the Performance of the Act ;■ hem e what is 
denoted by the term ‘ santatam ’ is the joint operation of these two ; -and this 
joint operation is possible only when the beginnings of both come together. 
Hence it follows that there should be coincidence of the beginnings of both.” 

SUTRA (27). 

[SlDDHANTA] — As A MATTER OF FACT, IT IS THE ‘ CONTINUITY ’ OF THE 
AOT ; AS THE ACTS INVOLVED ARE SEVERAL, AND THE OTHER 
(COURSE) IS IMPOSSIBLE. 

Bhd§ya. 

In reality, what is spoken of in the text ‘ Pours the oblations con- 
tinuously ’ is the continuity of the act,— Le. the continuity of the act of oblation - 
offering only, and there is nothing said about the Mantra. — “ But the prefix: 

‘ saw ’ indicates the presence of more than one entity, and the act of oblation • 
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offering is only one entity — The answer to this is that it does not affect 
the case ; because the acts involved are several ; as a matter of fact, in the 
‘ Vasordhdrd offering ’ there are a number of acts, and the ‘ continuity ’ 
spoken of consists in the non-cessation of the series of these several acts. That 
there are several acts involved is clear from the declaration ‘ one pours 
twelve .Dvadasha-oblations — “But this number ‘twelve’ is related to the 
substances offered — Not so, we reply ; there is no mention of the substance 
here ; it is only the act of oblation-offering that is connected with a particular 
number, in the declaration ‘He pours twelve Dvadasha-oblations ’ ; which 
means that ‘ he pours so many oblations — Further, the other , — i.e. the 
continuity or coincidence of the Mantra and the Performance — is not possible ; 
the performance of an act, having only a momentary existence, cannot operate 
along with the Mantra. — From all this it follows that in this case also the 
commencement of the act should fall in with the end of the Mantra . 



AdhikarajsA (12): In the rase of the ‘ Agkara 5 also , //k* 
Performance of the Act should fall in with the end 
of the Mantra. 

SUTRA (28). 

SO ALSO IN THE CASE OF THE * AgHARA-OFFERING J BECAUSE WHAT IS 
OFFEREE IS A LONG STREAM. 



In connection with the Da rsha-Purnamdsa, there is the ; Aghdra- 
ohering * (which consists of pouring a stream of Clarified Rutter from one 
part of the Fire to the other) with reference to which also we read— 
* Pours the Af 7 Mra-af£ering contimuutsly — -In this ease also it is not possible 
for the act, which is momentary, to operate along with the Mantra and as 
the act of offering in this case is one only, there cannot be a continuous 
series of acts either (as there was in the preceding Adhikarana) ; — so here 
the ‘ santana ' C continuity 5 ) spoken of in the sentence ‘ pours the dghara 
continuously 5 — -must refer to the substance; the meaning being that ‘the 
oblation offered is In the form of a long-continued stream 5 , the term 
‘ continuous 5 being used in view of the stream being a long-continued one. 


Adhikarana (13) : In the case of several Mantras serving 

the same purpose, there should be option . 

StJTRA (29). 

Inasmuch as Mantras fall in (with the beginning of the Act), 

THERE SHOULD BE OPTION, WHERE THEY SERVE 
THE SAME PURPOSE. 

Bhasya. 

In a case where there are several Mantras serving the same purpose. — 
as for instance, for the purpose of dividing the cake, there are the following 
Mantras— ‘ Pu$a vdm vibhajatu ’ — ‘ Bhago vdm bhibhajatu ’ — * Aryanw. 
vdm vibhajatu ’ and so on, — there should be option ; — because they fall in 
with the beginning of the act ; all these Mantras are to be used in connection 
with an act, and it has been explained that in the case of such Mantras, 
the beginning of the act should fall in with the end of the Mantra (see Su, 
25 above) ; — unless option is adopted, it is not possible for the beginning of 
the act to be made to fall in with the ends of all the Mantras concerned. — 
“ Is there a declaration to this effect ? ” — Ko ; there is a reason — as it is the 
whole Mantra that serves the purpose of its utterance (Su. 25). — “ If that is 
the only reason, even if all the Mantras are used in combination, it is the 
‘ whole Mantra 5 that is used [so that the reason adduced does not prove that 
there should be option] ’’.-—The answer to this is that it is true that even 
in the case of combining all the Mantras, the purposes of the utterance are 
accomplished; but when the purpose is already served by the use of one 
Mantra, the use of any other Mantra is entirely superfluous. — This is what 
is meant by the several Mantras ‘serving the same purpose’. Hence it 
follows that, because the Mantras serve the same purpose, therefore there 
should be option. 

As a matter of fact, this has been already explained under Su. 10 above ; 
and it has been introduced here only for the purpose of introducing the next 

AdMkarafia. 


Idhik arana (14) : In the case of such injunctions as ‘ He 

takes up the Abhri with four Mantras \ there should be 
‘ combination ’ of all the four Mantras. 

SUTRA (30). 

; N the case of Mantras qualified by numerals, there should be 
* Combination as they must fall in together. 

Bhasya . 

There are certain Mantras which are laid down as qualified by definite 
lumbers — e.g. iu connection with the ‘ Agni % there are such injunctions as 
He takes it up with four Mantras', ‘He digs with tiro Mantras', 'He 
Carries it with six Mantras' in all such cases, there should be ‘.combina- 

-j on y “ Why ? ” — Because a definite number is laid down by the text ; 

aence it has to be adopted ; this cannot be adopted unless there is ‘ eoni- 
ihiation \ • 

Says the Opponent—” Even when there is ‘ combination ’ of the several 
Mantras, the act in question can be regarded as having been done with that 
ane Mantra, alone with whose end the commencement of the act falls in ; — 
it. cannot be regarded as done with those other Mantras which are removed 
From its commencement, because the ends of these have not fallen in with 

the commencement of the act ; so that even so, the number does not become 
adopted so far as the act is concerned. ” 

Answer — This does not effect our position ; it is by expressing its 
meaning that a Mantra becomes auxiliary to an act ; and all the Mantras in 
question do express the same meaning (denoting as they do the same act, of 
dividing the cake, for instance). 

Objection — ” Even so the form of the act is really accomplished by the 
Mantra that has preceded its commencement immediately; the others can 
be regarded only as serving some unseen transcendental purpose. ” 

Answer These cannot be taken as serving some unseen transcendental 

purpose ; in fact all the Mantras will speak of the same act, more than once ; 
in fact there is such repeated use of Mantras used’ in connection with acts ; 
e.g. ‘ Kuru kuru ’ [‘Do this, do please do this’], l Karavdni karavdni' [‘I 
shall do it, certainly 1 shall do it ’]. Thus then, just as in the case of the 
Mantra speaking of an act, its utterance is regarded as auspicious, on the 
strength of the scriptural declaration, — so also on the strength of the 
declaration that ‘ He takes it up with four Mantras \ the taking up would 
be auspicious when done with all the four Mantras. Thus then, in the case 
of ‘combination’ also there is no serving of any unseen transcendental 
purpose ; and hence it becomes settled that there should be ‘ combination 


Adhik arana (15) : There should be option in the case of 

suck Mantras as ‘ Urn prathasva \ which have been 
enjoined in Brahnwna-texts . 

SUTRA (31). 

[Purvapaksa — continued ] — ” So also in the case of Mantras en- 
joined in Brahm ana-texts ; because all have been 

ENJOINED— AS IN THE CASE OF NUMBERS. ” 

Bhasya. 

There. nre carUuii Mantras that have been enjoined in Brahman a - 
texts : -neb as (a) 'Urn prathmvel i pur odd aha m prathayati, (b) ‘ Uru prath-a 
urn H yajhapatih pmlhntam — iti puroddsham prathayati \ [In these two texts, 
wi> jirul two distinct Mantra s laid down as to be used, in connection with the 
laying <>f the Cake — the first Mantra being ‘ Uru prathasva' and the second, 

‘ L'i»- prathd uni te yajuapatih prathutdm \ 

[The question is — Should both these Mantras be used in ‘ combination 1 V 
Or should t here be option ?] 

The Purvapaksa is as follows “ There should be combination ; because 
nU Imre been enjoined ; so that if any of the Mantras is not used, its injunction 
becomes transgressed ; — while- by * combination ’ the declaration of the entire 
procedure including all the accessory details becomes honoured. — And as in 
the case of the injunction of Mantras qualified by numbers, so here also, all 
the Mantras would serve a useful purpose by speaking of the act more than 
fnce. ~Fvmi i all this we conclude that there should be ‘ combination \ ” 


SUTRA (32). 

[Purvapaksa — co udiukd]~— i ‘ We find similar combination of the 
YaJYA ’ AND THE * VaSATKARA ’. ” 

■ ■ Bhasya. ■ 

“ In the case of the Ydjyd and the Vamfkdra there is " combination ’ ; 
such combination being indicated by the text ‘ Ydjydya adhi vagatkaroii ’ ; 
when there is combination, then alone there is an order of sequence (as 
contemplated ju this text). — From this also' it follow's that there should be 
combination in the case in question. ” 
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SHABARA-BHlSYA : 


SUTRA (33). 


[Si DDK ANT A]— As A MATTER OF FACT, THERE SHOULD BE OPTION 

‘ Combination ’ is not sanctioned by the 

SCRIPTURES. 


Bhasya. 


As a matter of fact, in the case of the Mantras in question, there should 
be option, not combination “ Why The reason for this has been already 
explained above under Sutra 2<i.~Objection--‘ But like Mantras enjoined 
with numbers, even though conveying the same idea (serving the sum 
purpose) they would be used for expressing the same idea more than once, 

and thus there would be combination ”. — This cannot be right ; why 

because ‘ combination. ’ is not sanctioned by the. scriptures ; in the case of the 
Mantras with numbers, even though doing what had been already done, th- 
repeated expression of the same idea was admitted on the basis of the direct 
declaration of number ; in the case in question however, there is no sunt, 
deolaration of combination Hence the conclusion indicated bv m*sons 
should be accepted— that is, there should be option. 


SUTRA (34). 


Because the Injunction is for the purpose 

OF A DETAIL. 


Bftasya. 


As for the argument that the ‘ combination ’ makes useful the mjuuc 
tion of all the Mantras this proves nothing; as the Injunction U for the 
purpose of a detail ; the Injunction is not for the purpose of lay Inc down the 
use of Mantras, but for the purposes of a detail,~in the shape’ of a com- 
mmdatory declaration ; this is what has been explained under Sutras I ■'*> 
41-43). 

St j that “ so ' Mld the «•» does nut toy down the 

u» of M -«, then what ts the meaning of the assertion that ' ail have 
been enjo aed 5 (m Su. 31) ? » 

Under the circumstances, we can take the present Adhikarana to be 
^hypothetical one, -base ,pn the hypothetical assumption that ‘the text 
does contain the Injunction of the use of the Manlras.-Qr. we may W» 

for another (more suitable) example. J 
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SUTRA (35). 

In the case op 6 Yasatkaba ’ thebe is ‘combination’ BECAUSE FHE 
PUBPOSE SEBVED IS DIEPEBENT. 

Bhdsya. 

The * Va§atkdra ’ is for the purposes of offering, while the Yajya fe for 
the purpose of indicating the Deity ; hence, there is * combination ’ in '-heir 
case, because they serve different purposes, not because both serve the 
store purpose. 


!i##i 

• ■ ' . -i. ; \ 

. - ' -■ ; 
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Adhi &a rana (16) : In the case of the ‘ Haulm-Mantras \ 
there should be c combination \ 

SUTRA (36). 

[PCmVAPAK^A] — “ In THE CASE OF THE ‘ HAUTRA-MANTRAS THEBE 
SHOULD BE OPTION, BECAUSE THEY SERVE THE SAME PURPOSE.” 



There are the following * Hautra-Mantras ’ ; — (a) those in connection 
with the Raising of the Post, ‘ Uchchhrayasva vanaspate, etc.' ; — (c) those in. 
connection with the covering of the Post, * Tuva rnvdsah, etc. ’. 

[The question being— are all these to be used in ‘ combination ’ ? or is 
there to be option ?] the Purvapak§a is as follows — “ There should be option ; 
—why ? — because they serve the same purpose ; whether speaking of Raising • 
or Covering, they serve the same purpose ; and each one of them speaks of 
that purpose independently of the other.— fiance there should be option 

SUTRA (37). 

[SIDDHINTA] — AS A MATTER OF FACT, THERE SHOULD BE ‘ COMBINATION ’ 
AS THEY ONLY DESCRIBE 'WHAT IS BEING DONE. 

Bhdpya. 

As matter of fact, there should be ‘ combination ’ of the Hautra-mantras. 
— “ Why ? ” — Because they only describe what is being done ; it has been 
said above that in the case of Mantras used in connection with an act, there 
should be option ; the Mantras in question do not belong to this category ; 
'Xp they are only descriptive of what is being done.— “ What is the difference 
between these two kinds of Mantras ? ” — The Mantras of the former class 
bring about the notion that ‘I am doing this’, while those of the latter 
class give the idea that ‘this should be done’. — “How so ?”- — What the 
Adhvaryu requires is the assertion to the effect that ‘ X am doing this ’ as in 
the absence of such a notion, the performance would not commence at all ; 
such a notion too is possible only when' a similar notion has appeared before ; 
when a man remembers that * I have to do this \ then alone be does that 
act.— As for the Mantras descriptive of what is being done, they only describe 
what is being done by the Adhvaryu e.g. l Anjanti tvdmadhvare devayantah.’’ 
This description is enough to bring to the Adhvaryu the necessary remembrance 
(of what is to be done) ; it is for this reason that it is hi the form of Description. 
— Thus then being required by the performance, they are recognized as 
serving the purpose of reminding (the Adhvaryu) ; and in the case of a Mantra 
that serves the purpose reminding, what has been thus remembered and done, 
on tire strength of the words of the Mantra , becomes conducive to the fulfil- 
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meat of a transcendental purpose ; just as an act that is don® in accordance 

with directions (addressed in accordance with injunctions ).- — Objection 

“ But the remembrance is obtained from the words of the Injunction itself 
—True; it does follow from the implications of the Injunctive word also ; as 
it does also from the Mantra ; but on the strength of the declaration of the 
Mantra , . it should be done by means of the Mantra. When the operations 
have commenced, then alone there arises the need for a series of ‘remem- 
brances ’ (recalled ideas, of things to be done) ; thus it becomes possible for 
several Mantras descriptive of what is being done to be used at one and the 
same performance. Hence, inasmuch as the Hautra-Mcmtras are descrip- 
tion of what is being done, there should be ‘ combination ’ of these. 


SUTRA (38). 

Thebe is a text also indicating the 4 Combination 


These, are the texts — (a) * He recites the first verse thrice, he recites the 
last verse thrice ’, — and (6) ‘ One should recite the Jyotipmati verses ’. It is 
only when several Mantras are used together at the same performance, 
that they can be called ‘first’ and ‘last’. — From. this also it follows that 
there should be ‘ combination ’ in the case in question. 


End of Pdda in of Adhyaya XII. 



ADHYAYA XII. 

PlDA IV. 

Adhikakana (1) : There shall be 4 combination ’ of Mantras 

for 4 Japa ’ {Reciting), 4 Stuti ’ ( Eulogising ), 4 AsZws * 
{Invoking Blessings) and 4 Abhidhana * 
{Addressing). 

SUTRA (1). 

In THE CAS OF MANTRAS USED BY THE SaORIFICER, FOR ‘ RECITING ’, 

'* Eulogizing ‘ Invoking blessings ’ and * Addressing ’ — 

NOT CONNECTED WITH ANY ACT,— THERE SHOULD BE 

‘ Combination ’ ; because the * invoking of bless- 
ings ’ (AND OTHER PURPOSES) ARE QUITE 
DISTINCT. 

Bha§ya. 

(A) * Japa * Reciting ’, — laid down in such texts as — ‘ Speech should 

be closed afver reciting the Vaipnavi verse ', ‘ Speech should be closed after 
reciting the Sdrasvati verse ', * Speech should be closed after reciting the 
Barhaspatya verse’. — -(B) 1 Stuti', ‘Eulogy’, — such Mantras as ‘ Agnirmurdhd 
dwah , etc. \ — (0) ‘ AsMs', ' Invoking blessings — such Mantras as * Ayurda 
ague asi dyurme dehi'. — (D) 1 Abhidhana' , ‘Addressing’, — such as ‘ S§osi, 
etc.’ 

Question— ^ What is the exact signification of the term ‘ Japa ' ? ” 

Answer— The root ‘jap’ denotes clear speaking ; hence ‘ Japa ' is that 
which is clearly spoken,' recited. 

“In that case, the Mantra, ‘ Agnirmurdhd, etc' would also be Japa ; as 
this also is clearly spoken or recited." 

It is true that this also would be ‘ Japa ’ ; but it is meant to be an 
/ Eulogy ’ (Stuti) also, — while the Mantra meant by the term ‘ Japa ■ is one 
that is used for Japa ( Reciting ) only. In fact, when the term ‘ Japa ’ is used 
in the Sutra along with the other terms ‘ stuti', ‘ dshi§ ’, and * abhidhana ' , 
it is understood to stand for those Mantras that are used for Reciting {Japa). 
only (and for no other purpose) ; — just as in the case of the sentence — 
‘ Brahmanas, Parivrajakas, and Brahmacharins do not come in ’, (where all 
the persons spoken of are Brahmanas) the term ' brdhmana ’ stands for 
those who are mere Brahmanas (and have no other qualifications) ; — so is it 
in the case in question. 

Objection — “The Mantra * I dam vi-snurvichakrame, etc. (which is the 
Vaignavi verse) should have been cited as an example of ‘ Eulogising Mantra ' 
. (not as mere ‘ Reciting Mantra ’).” 
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Not so ; because the Mantra does not contain, the term ‘ atuti nor is 
there any one eulogised by it. 

“ Vi§nu is eulogised.” 

Not so ; there is no useful purpose to be served by the eulogising of 
Vi§nu ; in fact Vianu is nowhere regarded as one to be eulogised (by this 
verse) ; — nor has eulogising been enjoined anywhere (as to be done with 
this Mantm). All that is enjoined in the text — ‘ Having recited the Vaimavi 
verse, one should close his speech ’ — is mere ‘ vachana reciting ; hence that 
alone is what should be done ; * vachana ’ and * japa ' are synonymous terms 
(standing for Reciting) ; as. the grammatical rule lays down the meaning of 
the root £ Jap ’ to be ‘clear speaking’, ‘ vyakta-vak \ Hence it follows 
that when what is done is the mere reciting of the Mantra, — not eulogising 
or invoicing of blessings, — it is an instance of ‘ Japa % ‘ Recit ing 

Question — “ What is the difference between ‘ Japa ’ (‘ Reciting ’) and 
. * AbMdh&na* (‘ Addressing ’) ? ” 

Answer — In the case of Japa, there is mere reciting of the Mantra, 
while in that of Abhidhana, another Being is addressed through qualities 
that may or may not he there a Mantra of this class is the one beginning 
with * Esosi tve§osi \ 

In the case of all these Mantras,— [the question arising — whether they are 
all to be used together in * combination * ? Or is there to be option ?] — the 
Puroapakqa is that “ inasmuch as they serve the same purpose, there should 
be option ”. 

In answer to this the Siddhanta is as follows : — There should he ‘ com- 
bination ’ of all. — “Why?” — Because the invoking of blessings is quite 
distinct, [which also implies that] — 1 Reciting is quite distinct ’, ‘ Eulogising 
is quite distinct ’, and ‘ Addressing is quite distinct \ What is expressed 
by the Reciting -Mantra, * Idarn vi^nurvichalcrame, etc is not the same 
that is expressed by the other Eulogising -Mantra, l Pa,vakd nah sarasvati, 
etc. ’ ; — similarly in the case of all the Mantras concerned. — Thus then, the 
Mantras in question are found to serve different purposes (and have different 
meanings) ; hence there should be ‘ combination * of them all. 

There is a text also which indicates the ‘ combination ’ of ‘ Eulogising ’ 
and ‘ Reciting ’ — viz. ; ‘ He recites the first verse thrice, ‘and the last verse 
thrice ’ ; it is' only when there is ‘ combination ’ of several Mantras, that 
there can be ‘ first and * last ’ among them ; which is not possible when there 
<L&pption among them,-— For this reason also there should be * combination 

The specificatory epithet ‘ Yajamariepu ’, ‘ used by the sacrificer ’, is 
meant only to be generally indicative (not exclusive); one and the same 
Mantra may have all the three characters — of Eulogising, Addressing and 
Reciting. For instance, in the case of the Mantra, 1 Idem vi&wrvichakrcme, 
etc.', — if it is meant to apply to Viqiyu, it is eulogising, — if it is the narration 
of the event to some one else, then it is addressing, — if it is a self -contained 
statement, then it is renting. 


Adhikabana ( 2 ) : At the ■ A indrabarhaspaiya 5 sacrifice , 
there should be option among the several pairs of 
‘ y ajyd~A nuvdkyd 

SUTRA (2). 

Ik THE CASE OF THE SEVERAL FAIRS OF * Ya J Y A- ANU V AK Y A THERE 
SHOULD BE OPTION, BECAUSE THEY SERVE THE PURPOSE OF 
INDICATING THE DEITY. 



In connection with the Aindrabdrhaspatya sacrifice, several pairs of ‘ Y ajyu- 
anuvakya Mantras have been laid down : e.g. (1) — (a) * Idam vdmdsye 
havihpriyamindrabrhaspatl ' — (b) ‘ Ayam vary, pariqichyate soma indrabrhas- 
pati % is the first pair ; — *(2) — {a) ‘ Asya, indrdbrhaspati ’—7(6) ‘ Brhaspaiirnah 
paripdtu pashchat ’, is the second pair. 

In regard to these two pairs, the question to be considered is — should 
there be option or combination ? 

The Siddhanta is as follows : — In the case of the several pairs of * ydjyd- 
anuvdkya ’, there should be option j — why ? — because they serve the purpose of 
indicating the Deity ; — the Deity, which is an accessory of the sacrifice, is 
indicated, by the two pairs of ‘ Y djyd-anuvdkya \ for the purpose of the 
accomplishment of the sacrifice :this purpose is served by the indication 
being done once only ; — and when the sacrifice has bf en accomplished by 
this one indication (of the Deity), there is no need for any other indication ; 
hence the second pair of Ydjya-cmuvdkyd can be used only at another per- 
formance of the sacrifice.— Hence we conclude that there should be option . 

SUTRA (3). 

Also because we find texts indicative of the same conclusion, 
j Bhasya. 

There is a text also indicative of the same conclusion— what text ?— 
The following — ‘ TJru vai dSvdnam ydjyanuvakyd ekaya pratyagachchat i 
gamayatyanyayd, athdtra tisrah kdryah ’ ; this text, which lays down three 
pairs of Y&jyd-anuvdkyd at the Ptipyajna, rightly indicates their quality i — 
Similarly there is the text — ‘ Na sarvani saha yajhdyudhdni prahrlyuni, 
mdnugam tat kfiyate, naifamiAkampitrdevam tat, dve dve saha prahrlye ydjyanu- 
vdkyayoh rupam ’ [where also it is said that they are to be used in pairs].— 
From all this also it follows that there should be option. 

Question — “Why should not the option (spoken of in the Sutra) be 
taken as between the Ydjya and the Anuvakya severally [and not as between 



Objection — > When the Deity has been already indicated ’ 
them, there can. be no need for further indication of the same, 
there is no need for it,- the use of one or the other ( Ydjyd or Ann 
to be omitted 

Answer — On the basis of the Name, the sacrifice should be i 
to 'be accomplished by a two-fold indication (of the Deity, done by 
and. also by the Anuvakya) ; — just as on the basis of the decla: 
dfgs -with two \ it is understood that the act of ‘digging’ is to 
ptished by a two-fold reciting (of the Mantra concerned).— -Hence 
incongruity at all. 



Adhikarana (3) : Among the Means for the purchase of 
Soma — the Goat and other things,— there should he 
4 combination \ 

SUTRA (4). 

[Purvapaksa] — “ Among the Mean’s of Purchase, there should 

BE OPTION, BECAUSE THEY SERVE THE SAME 
PURPOSE.” 

Bhasya . 

Several things have been laid as the ‘ Means of Purchasing Soma ’ 
(Price to be paid for it) — * He buys it with the Goat ’ and so forth. 

[The question arising as to whether there should be option or com- 
bination among those several things] — the Purvapaksa is as follows 
“ Among the Means of Purchase there should be option ; — each of the several 
tilings has been laid down as the means of purchasing Soma, to be used as 
such independently by itself, — Just as Vnhi. and Yava have been laid down 
as the means of accomplishing the sacrifice; — similarly we have the several 
things laid down — * Purchases it with the goat, — purchases it with gold , — 
purchases it with cloth ' ; all these serving one and the same purpose (of accom- 
plishing the purchase of Soma) ; — hence there should be option among them' 1 . 

SUTRA (5). 

[Siodhanta] — As a matter of fact, there should be * oombinati&& 5 ; 

AS ALL THE THINGS MAY ENTER INTO THE 

TRANSACTION. 

Bhdsi/a . 

The term ‘ vd ’ (‘ as a matter of fact ’) implies the rejection of the view 
set forth above. — It is not right that there should be option ; in fact, there 
should be 'combination’. — “Why?” — Because all the things may enter 
into the transaction ;■ — in the actual transaction of the Purchase, it is possible 
to make use of more than one thing ; what is done at the transaction (by 
the payment of the Pride) is the securing of the consent of the Vendor ; and this 
is rendered easier by the giving of severe,! things. Then again, when the 
several things have been prescribed, they have not been prescribed as so 
many alternatives ; hence by making use of all the things, the Declaration 
of the Procedure including all details becomes duly honoured. — Then again, 
among the tilings laid down, there are several of very unequal value— such 
as ‘ Purchases with Horse-hoof’, ‘Purchases with a pair of bulls ’ ; all these 
Could secure the consent of the Vendor only in ‘ combination \ not through . 
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option. In fact, if they were used as optional alternatives, they would 
become useless. — Hence it follows that there should.be * combination ’. 

There is the following text also which indicates ‘ combination ’ — 
* Tam vai dashabhih knndti, dashak§ara virat, virajarmva prapnoti ’ ; — here 
we have a reference to the Purchase, (of Soma) ; and what is asserted here 
(the payment of * ten ’) would be possible only if several things were given 
together. — From this also it follows that there should be ‘ combination ’. — - 
“ Why cannot the text quoted be treated as a (separate) Injunction through 
cotnmendation ? ” — Even so that would be contrary to (and subversive of) the 
form of reference that is found present in the text ; and such subversion is 
not justifiable, so long as it can be avoided. Hence it should be treated 
as a mere reference. 




Adhikarana (4) : In the case of such acts of 1 Disposal ’ 
as the * Upayajana y and the like, there should be 
‘ combination ’. 

SUTRA (6). 

In the Embellishment, as it forms the predominant factor [there 

.SHOULD BE COMBINATION]. 

Bhdsya. 

In. connection, with Agnisomiya-animal-sacrifice, the following text lays 
down the ‘ Upayajana minor offering, of the Anus — ‘ One makes the minor 
offering of the Anus, the Anus is life itself At the Ekddishna sacrifice 
(which is a modification of the Agnisomiya and hence takes in the details 
of this latter, under the General Law), there are several ‘ anuses ’ (as there 
are eleven animals concerned) ; — hence in regard to this ‘ anus-offering ’ in 
this connection, there arises the question — Among these eleven anuses , should 
there be option or combination ? — If the ‘ Minor offering ’ in question is a 
* fruitful action ’, action for a purpose, then there should be option ; if, on 
the other hand, it- is an act of ‘ disposal ’, there should be combination. — 
Which of these two views is the right one ? 

The Purvapakga ia as follows ‘ * It is an action with a purpose. — Why ? — - 
When an ‘ established entity ’ and an ‘ entity to be established ’ are spoken 
of together, the former subserves the purposes of the latter, — because in 
tlxab it serves a visible purpose ; — if then, the ‘ Minor offering ’ in question is 
an action with a purpose,— since that purpose is accomplished by a single 
such offering,— there should be option when there are several actions 
possible.” 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta :—In the embellishment, 
as it forms the predominant factor [there should be combination] ; — -the offering 
in question is one of embellishment , — i.e. it is an act of Disposal.— i Why ? ” 
•^Because it is the remnant of what has been used ; the Animal had been 
brought in for the purposes of the Agmsomiya-ojfering when that offering 
has been accomplished, the remnants thereof have to be ‘disposed of ’ — 
hence the Anus , which is a remnant of the Animal used in the said offering, 
having to be disposed of, the Minor offering in question is the particular 
manner of its disposal. 

“Even in support of the view that the offering in question is an act 
with a purpose, the reason put forward (by the Pvr‘oapak§a) was in the form 
of the fact tliat it serves a visible purpose.” 

That same reason is equally applicable .to the case of its being an act of 
‘ disposal 1 ; in this case also, when the remnant is * disposed of ’ in the said 
manner, it helps the accomplishment of the main offering. Thus then, the 
reason adduced does not prove either the one or the other. 
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When, thus,, the offering in question is an act of ‘ disposal >, there 
must be ‘combination’ (of the eleven Anuses), became that forms the 
predominant factor ; that is, the act being for the embellishment of the thing,— 
if the anus of any one of the eleven animals were not so ‘ embellished 
that animal would be deprived of that embellishment. 

From all this it follows that there should be ‘ combination 


Adhikarana (5) : At the ‘ Fire-installation \ there should 

he option in the matter of the variously numbered 
Fees. 

SUTRA (7). 

IN' REGARD TO THE NUMBERS THERE SHOULD BE OPTION, AS THERE WOULD 
BE INCOMPATIBILITY WITH THE DECLARATIONS. 

Bhasya. 

In connection with, Fire-instaUation, we have the following injunctions 
regarding the Sacrificial Fee — * One should be given,— sice should be given,— 
twelve should be given ’ and so forth. 

The question to be considered is — among these several numbers, should 
there be option ? Or combination ? 

Tjje Purvapaksa is that “ there should be combination, as thereby we 
secure a larger number of accessories, and that would be more in accordance 
with the Declaration of Procedure which takes in all the subsidiary details 

In answer to this there is the following Siddhdnta :■ — In regard to the 
numbers there should be option why 1— because there would be incompatibility 

with the declarations ; the declaration that ‘ one should be given * Jays down 
the thing qualified by the number * one’ as securing the services the 
Priest; similarly the declaration ‘ six should be given ’ lays down the thing 
qualified by the number ‘ six ’ as serving the same purpose ; — if then, the 

* one * and the c six ’ were combined, there ‘would appear a third number 

* seven and the services would, in that case, have been secured by means 
of the thing as qualified by the number ‘ seven ’, and this would be incom- 
patible with the declaration of ‘ one ’ and the declaration of ‘ six ’. 

Objection — “ What the texts lay down is not the securing of services, 
but the act of giving — ‘ one should be given ‘ six should be given 

Answer— 1 The act of ‘ Giving ’ consists in the creating of the ownership 
of another person over a thing that belongs to one’s own self ; and this act is 
done with the view that the other person may become the owner of the 
thing given ; — it is when the man concerned has acquired this ownership 
over the thing (given that he performs the priestly functions (for the giver) ; and 
herein" lies the purpose of the Giver ; which thus becomes a visible one. If 
the act were taken to be a mere giving in general, then an unseen result 
would have 1 to he assumed (as following from such giving). As a matter of 
fact also, we find the several numbers ‘one’ and tbe rest mentipned in 
.connection with the securing of the services of the Priests. Under the 
circumstances, if any one’s services are secured by means of ‘ seven ’ things, 
then that man’s services have not been secured by means of ‘ one ’ or of 

* six’ ; so that those people consent to serve not for ‘ one ’, nor for* ‘ six ’, 
but for ‘ seven ’ ; — and thus there is incompatibility with Vedic declarations.— 
From this it follows that in regard to the numbers there should be option. 




Adhikabana (6) : In the case of * Group-animal-sacrifices 
there should be option in regard to the several 
‘ J oghams ’ {Legs). 


SUTRA (8). 


It IS A PAST OF THE SUBSTANCE ; AS BEFORE, IT SHOULD BE TREATED AS 
AN ACT WITH A PURPOSE ; OPTION BEING POSSIBLE, A RESTRICTION 
HAS BEEN MADE J AS IT IS A PRIMARY ACT. 


There is the declaration — ‘ For the Ladies they sacrifice with the Thigh \ 
In connection with * Group-Animal-Sacrifices ’ [where a number of animals 
are sacrificed, and hence there are a large number of Thighs ], there arises the 
question — Should all the thighs be used in ‘combination’? Or should 
there be option ? — Here also the same principle is applicable ; if the sacrifice 
concerned is an act with a purpose , then there should be option, — but if it is 
an act of ‘ disposal ’, then there should be * combination 

The Siddhdnta is as follows : — It is a part of the substance ; as before, it 
should be treated as an act with a purpose ; Jjke the action dealt with in the 
preceding Adhikarcma, the act of ‘ sacrificing with Thighs, for the Ladies ’, 
should be treated as an act with a purpose ; this act, appearing first of all at 
the Darsha-Purnamctsa, comes into the * group -animal-sacrifices ’ indirectly 
through the General Law at the JDarsha-Purnamasa, it is done as an act 
vnth a purpose ; as at that sacrifice, there is no ‘ remnant ’ in the shape of 
the ‘ Thigh’ (there being no animal-offerings there), to be disposed of by an 
act of disposed ; in fact, it is only an ordinary Thigh that is used there, as an 
optional alternative to Clarified Butter, which option comes into the Agni- 
§omiya-ammaI-sacrifice, through the General Law. — -And yet in that connec- 
tion we have the declaration, ‘ For the Ladies, they Sacrifice with the Thigh ’. 
— Under the circumstances, this declaration can betaken only as restricting 
the option to one thing (the Thigh) only ; — this restriction to the Thigh can 
' be only to the Thigh in the form in which it has come in through the General 
Law; — and it has come in only as a subordinate factor; — hence at the 
Agnisomiya-ammal-sacrifice, the Thigh is only a subordinate factor, and the 
art (of sacrifice) is the predominant factor -and as it is at the Agnisomvya, so 
should it be at the ‘ group-animal sacrifices ’ also. From all this it follows 
that at these latter also, the sacrifice in question is an act with a purpose ; 
and as it is aw act with a purpose, there can be no ‘ combination ’ of the Thighs, 
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SUTRA (9). 

[PObvapaksa — argument (A)] — “ Even .though it is a substance, 

THEBE SHOULD BE ‘ COMBINATION AS THE SUBSTANCE IS 
BROUGHT ABOUT BY AN ACT ; AS THAT ACT IS DIFFERENT 
WITH EACH ANIMAL, IT IS ONLY THUS THAT 
IT IS DONE AS AT THE ARCHETYPE.” 

Bhdsya. 

Saj)e the Opponent — “ Even though the Thigh is subservient to the act 
— there should be combination ; — why ? — because the substance is brought 
abqut by an act ; — the substance, Thigh, has been brought about by the act 
of quartering the animal, — and hence there is a desire to find out a use for 
it; — then there is the declaration, ‘For the Ladies, they sacrifice with the 
Thigh * hence it becomes recognised that this is the use for the Thigh 

(that has been obtained by the quartering). At the ‘group -animal -sacrifice’, 
that act is different with each animal, — and the substance ‘ Thigh ’ is obtained 
by that act (of quartering) from each animal-; — hence it follows that at .the 
sacrifices in question also the Thigh is obtained for the same purpose of 
‘ sacrificing for the Ladies ’ ; — thus does the act become done as at the 
Archetype. From this it follows that, even when the act is on? for a purpose, 
there should be combination.'' 

SUTRA (10). 

[Objection against Purvapaksa — argument (A)] — The same might be the 

case with the Pan also ; — if this is urged [then the 
Purvapak^in’s answer would be as in the next 
8dtra\. 

Bhdsya. 

If you (Purvapakfin) think that — “ in as much as the Thighs have been 
brought about by an act, there should be combination of these”,: — then, 
for the same reason there may be combination in the case of the Pam, also, 
where it is laid down that ‘one winnows the chaff with the Cake-baking- 
paw’ ' the use of this Pan also is prompted by an act (of winnowing}; so 
that the wimnowing of the chaff should be the use for the Pan ; — and as a 
necessary consequence of this, in connection with the Group -Cake -offerings 
also, winnowing of the chaff should be done with every one of the baking 
pans (which is an absurdity) ; — or else you should point out some difference 
in the two cases (of Thighs and of Pans). 

SUTRA (II). 

“Not so ; the act is fob another purpose.” 

' Bhd$ya. 

**It cannot be as urged above. — Why 1— Because the act is for another 
purpose ; — i.e. the employment of the Pans is for a different purpose — for 
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the purpose of cooking (baking) the Cake ; when the Pan has been secured 
for that purpose, the winnowing of the chaff might also be don® with it once 
in a way ; just as in a case where a man has gone Ho fetch fuel, he brings 
some vegetables also by the way ; but that does not mean that hissing 
out was for the purpose of bringing the vegetables. 

‘ But how do you know that the Pan is really brought in for the baking 
of the cake, and is used, only, by the way, for the purpose of winnowing the 
chaff,— and that it is not obtained for the purpose of both the t knowing 
as well as the baking ? ’ 

“The reason for this has been already explained — ‘ The c dining connec- 
tion is for that purpose If the Pans have not been brought into existence 
for the purpose of winnowing the chaff, then it is not necessary that aU the 
Pans should be used for the purpose of that winnowing. 

[The above is the Purvapaksin's answer to the argument urged against 
him in Su. 10]. 


The Sutra (11) may be taken as refuting both (the Furvapakqa argument 
in Su. 9, as well as the argument against it urged in Su. 10) — It cannot, 
be as suggested, as the act is for another purpose; — as regards the Pan 
the argument has been already answered (by the Purvapaksm, under this 
Sutra itself, see Para. 1 above) ; as regards the Thigh also, the act of 
quartering of the Body is for another purpose, — i.e. for the purpose of securing 
the Heart and other limbs, not for securing the Thigh itself. — Further, when 
the animal has been killed for the purpose of making offerings with the 
Heart and other limbs, the quartering of the body is for that same purpose. 
From this it is clear that the quartering is hot for the obtaining of the Thigh. — 
When that is not so, then there can be no desire to seek for a use for the 
quartering; — whence then could there be any connection based upon that 
desire ? — -As a matter of fact, the Thigh comes in only as a bye-product of 
the process of obtaining the Heart and other limbs ; — and this Thigh has 
been laid down as to be used in the ‘ Sacrifices for the Ladies’ ; — these 
sacrifices are accomplished by means of a single Thigh; — hence the con- 
clusion is that in the matter of the Thighs used at the ‘ group-animal 
sacrifices 9 , there should be option. 

SUTRA (12). 

[Purvapakga — argument (R)] — “ It should be regarded as ajt act of 
‘Disposal’, as it is a Remnant.” 

' ' Bhdsya. 

Says the. Opponent — •“ There could be option if the act were one with a 
purpose ; it is however an act. of * disposal ; — ‘ how so ? ’ — because it is a 
remnant ; the sacrifice having been accomplished with the animal , the Thigh 
is a remnant, and there being no use for it, it has to be thrown away some- 
where ; and it is this throwing away of it that is done at the ‘ Ladies’ 
sacrifice’ ; and it is not the Thigh that is enjoined by the text' in question. 
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nor the ‘ Ladies’ satyitims 4 — both 'thfse having been already enjoined 
elsewhere; it is only the connection between these two that has not been 
laid down Anywhere vHi* ; hence it is this connection that has been laid 
down by the text in uuestion. Under the circumstances, the Thigh should 
be regarded as tin* predominant. not the subordinate, factor. If it were a 
subordinate factor, then it would have to lie subordinate in several eases. — 

• What, is the harm in that ? ’ — That would militate against the injunction, 

‘ One should kill the Agnixnmii/a animal * : as in this case this animal becomes 
dedicated to several deities, (not only to Ayni-Soma ), — a part of it being 
‘dedicated to -Ayni-Soma \ and another being dedicated to the deities of 
the 1 Ladies’ sacrifices For these reasons, the sacrifice in question should 
be regarded as one of 'disposal'. Tt being an act of ‘disposal’, if the' 
Thigh of one animal only were so ' disposed of then that animal alone 
would be affected by the consequent embellishment (no,t all the animals). — 
Hence there should he ‘ combination ’ of all the Thighs.” 

SUTRA (13). 

■[Objection against Purvapaksa (J3)] — It would be so in the oasb of 
‘Boiled Milk ’ also,— as that also has an antecedent. 
Bhdsya. 

If it be as suggested above, then the act spoken o f in tie text — ‘Rice 
cooked in Boiled Milk — Rice Cooked in Curd’ — would aU.> have to be 
regarded as one of ‘ disposal ’. — Why ? — Because that also has an antecedent ; 
the Boiled- Milk and Ourd have been already come in for being offered to 
Indra ; so that, when it is offered to Vi$7iu-8hipivi§ta, it means that it has gone 
over to something else; — so that when that also has come in, the Milk and 
Ourd come to be regarded, as being for the purposes of that with which it 
would become connected ; as such would be the sense of the declaration; 
hence when it goes over to something else, it would have to be an act of 
' disposal’, it being only a remnant ; so that, in accordance with the reasoning 
propounded in Su. 12, this act would have to be regarded as one of ‘ disposal 
Or you should point out some difference between this case and that put 
forward under Su. 12. 

SUTRA (14). 

[All Purvapaksa and other arguments propounded in Su. 13, answered]— 
(.4)Tt IS a CASE OF OPTION, IT BEING AN ‘ ACT WITH A PURPOSE 
AS THE PURPOSE IS RESTRICTIVE. (B) It IS IN THE 

‘Remnant’ that the. effect of the act 

INHERES ; HENCE IT SHOULD BE AN ‘ ACT 
WITH A PURPOSE ’. 

Bhdsya. 

This Sutra supplies the answer to Sutras (12) and (13). 

(A) — As regards the argument (put forward in Su. 12 ) that “ the offering 
of the Thigh should be regarded as an act of disposal ”, — our answer to it is as 
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follows:— At tbs Archetype, there is option between the Thigh and the 
Clarified Butter the same option being admissible at the Animal-sacrifice 
the re-assertion contained in the text ‘For the Ladies they sacrifice with 
the Thigh ■ is mainly meant to restrict the option (to the Thigh only) ; 

this reassertion has thus served its purpose by excluding the Clarified Butter, 
and hence cannot serve the further purpose of excluding the Thigh from 
being used for an act with a purpose.— As for the argument—' because it is a 
remnant as a matter of fact, even a remnant can be subservient in several 
places if there is a declaration to that effect ; as in the case of the ‘-Kusha- 
bedding \ 

(By— As regards the argument (put forward in Su, 13} that— “ When 
the Boiled Milk, which has been brought in for one thing, is used at another, 
it should be regarded as an act of ‘ disposal’ this also cannot be right;— 
why ?— because it is in the Remnant that the effect of the act inheres ; what is 
brought by the act inheres (centres in) that Remnant which has been 
used. * "What is that effect ” ?■ — It is embeUishment ; this is what is brought 
about by the ack As for the Boiled Milk or the Curd, it has not been used 
anywhere, and that sacrifice also is not accomplished for the purpose of 
which it had been brought in.— From all this it follows that what is done 
with the Thigh, or with the ‘ Boiled M i lk ’ and * the Ourd must be an 
act with a purpose, not an act of * disposal *. 


Adbxkarana (7) : The 'permanent Fire in the ‘ Ukhd 5 

(Hearth) becomes modified by the ‘ Prospective Fire \ 

SUTRA (15). 

[Purmpaksa — continued] — “Ik the Hearth, there should be com- 
bination of the ‘Permanent 5 and the ‘ Prospective ’ 
Hires ; as the ■ prospect ’ is found mentioned in con- 
nection WITH THE KEEPING (OF THE FIRE).” 

Bhdsya . 

In connection, with the Fire-altaf, there is ‘Fire in the Hearth’, laid 
down in the text — ‘Produces Fire by heat’ ; in reference to this Fire, we 
read — ‘For one desiring Brahtnie glory, one should fetch Fire from the 
burning Tree-top and keep it ; for one desiring food, from the Frying Furnace ; 
and for one desiring Rain, from the lightning -fire \ 

In regard to this, we proceed to consider the question — Is there to be 
combination of the Permanent Fire (in the Hearth) and the Prospective Fire 
(brought in for the attainment of Brahmic glory, etc.) ? Or should the 
Permanent Fire be modified (replaced) by the Prospective Fire l 

The Purvapak§a is as follows : — “ In the Hearth, there should be cbm- 
bination of the Permanent and the Prospective Fires.— Why ? — Because thus 
alone would the entire declaration of procedure including all the accessory 
details be honoured. — -‘ It has been decided that when a detail is con- 
tingent at the Archetype, its modification can be due only to a particular 
connection (Su, 3. 6. 10) ; and in accordance with this principle the Prospective 
Fire should replace the Permanent one \ — It cannot replace it -why ? — 
because the prospect is found meni ^ned in connection with the keeping of the 
Fire ; the prospect or desire is found mentioned in reference to the keeping 
of th© Fire, in the text — ‘ Having fetched the Fire, one should keep it, for 
one desiring Brahmic glory ’ ; it is not meant that this Fire is used. for the 
- offering of the oblations on behalf of one desiring Brahmic glory ; so that the 
desired result (glory, etc.) follows only from the keeping of the Fire after 
it has been fetched from the Burning Tree-top, etc., and the oblations shall 
-continue to be offered as usual in the Permanent Fire in the Hearth ; — 
thus, as both the Fires come in together (in the Hearth), it must be a case 
of ‘ combination V* 

SUTRA (16). 

[Purvapaksa — continued] — “Also because, in the absence (of the 
Permanent Fire), the performance would be done in 
UNCONSECRATED FlRES.” 

Bhdsya. 

‘ If the Permanent Fire were replaced by the Prospective Fire, then the 
former would not be there at all ; and when this is not there, the performance 
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of the act would be done in uncomecrated -Fires— brought i 
Furnace and other sources ; and this would be contrary to tl 
the ‘ Installation ofFire 9 is for the purposes of all acts.— 
also there should be combination of the two Fires.” 


SUTRA (17). 

(Purya^aksa— concluded}— - i( Also because that (Fire) is por 
PURPOSES OF THE DeCTY.*’ 


tDJJJUiiAJNTAJ A1S A MATTER OP PACT, THERE WOULD BE MODIFICATION 

(REPLACEMENT) por reasons already adduced. 

Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact , there should be modification ( replacement ) of the 
Permanent Fire by the Prospective Fire; the reasons for this have been 
already adduced under Sutra 3. 6. 10.— The declaration that ‘ Oblation- 
offearings are made in the AJiavarwya Fire 9 is a general one , while the declara- 
tion that * For one desiring Rain, the Fire should be obtained from the 
Lightning Fire * is a special one and a special statement should set aside 
the General Statement. — Why ? — Because, as for the general rule, even when 
it is set aside in a case where a special rule is applicable, it baa room for 
application in cases not covered by that special rule ; while, as for the 
special rule, if it is not applied to the particular case, which is the only one 
to which it can apply, — there is no room for its application at all ; which 
would mean that its injunction is entirely useless ; — it is in order to guard 
against this oontingency that the General Rule is taken as set aside by the 
special rule. 

It has been argued (in Su. 15) that — “ the prospect is found mentioned 
in connection with the keeping of the Fire — Our answer to this is as follows : 
—When it is laid down that * One should fetch the Fire from the Frying 
Furnace and keep it % it is the keeping of the Permanent Fire itself which 
is meant for oblation-offerings, in reference to which the particular * prospect 5 
or desire has been mentioned, in the texti- s For one desiring Food, he should 
fetch it from the Frying Furnace 9 ; the term ‘ avadadhyat 9 (in these prospec- 
tive texts) is only a re-assertion (of the keeping already laid down in con- 
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aection with th© Permanent Fire). — If the mention of the * prospect ’ were 
in reference to the keeping, then it would be the keeping that would be the 
object of the Injunction ; because what has itself not been enjoined cannot 
be the means of accomplishing a desired result. If then, the keeping were 
the object of Injunction, then the sentence would be enjoining that keepvhg 
and also laying down a special rule ; and this would mean a syntactical split. 
Hence the mention of the Prospect cannot be taken as being in connection 
with the keeping of the Fire. — The fact of the matter is that the injunc- 
tion of the Permanent Fire for the purpose of oblation-offerings stands 
unaffected \ what is done by the texts in question is that the same Permanent 
Fire is referred to for the purpose of laying down the special Fires ; so that 
what the text (speaking of the Lightning-Fire, for instance) means is simply 
that ‘ one desiring Rain should secure, for .purposes of th© oblation-offering, 
the Lightning Fire’. Thus then, this other Fire is a contingent one, 
and hence when that contingency (the presence of the said desire) is there', 
that contingent Lightning Fire must replace the permanant Fire, — this is the 
only right course to be adopted. 

SUTRA (19). 

On ran basis of the Bisect Declaration, the pbbfobmance may be 

DONE IN UNCONSEOBATED FlBES. 



It has been argued (in Su. IS) that “ if the Permanent Fire is not there, 
the performance would be done in unconsecrated Fires — Our answer to 
this is as follows: — On the basis of the Fired Declaration, the performance 
may be done m unconsecrated Fires ; what is there that a Direct Declaration 
cannot do ? There is no burden too heavy for Direct Declaration. For 
instance, there is the injunction to offer the oblation ‘at the footstep’ 
(where certainly there is no consecrated Fire). 


SUTRA (20). 

Thebe would also be an'incongbuity, if thebe webe commingling* 
* Bhd§ya. 

Further, if there were 4 combination ’ of the Fires, there would be a 
ctmmmgUng of the Prddawya Fire (which is contingent) with the Fire in the 
attar (which is permanent) ; and this has been declared to be an incongruity, 
in th© text — ‘If one’s Fire becomes mingled with the Prddavya Fire , he 
should offer a cake baked on eight pans to Agni-Shuchi ; as the Prddavya 
Fire is very impure *. 



SUTRA (21). 

IT MAY BE OF THE BASIS OF BISECT DECLARATION ”, — IF 1 

[then the answer is as given in the next Sutra]. 


Says the Opponent — “ There can be nothing wrong in 
as it would be on the basis of the Direct Declaration ; anc 
is done on the basis of a Direct Declaration, there can be 


The answer to this is as follows 


SUTRA (22). 


SO ALSO IF THE OTHER CASE. 


Bha&ya. 


In the other case also, the oblation-offering would be done in the uncon- 
secrated Fires on the basis of a Direct Declaration. So that, in both cases, 
there would be nothing wrong — on account of the act concerned in each 
case being done on the basis of a Direct Declaration ; hence there would be 
nothing wrong in either case ; consequently the view that there should be 
replacement (of the Permanent Fire) is accepted, as that course is a con- 
tingent one (and hence should be accepted) ; so that there should be no 
* combination ’ of the two Fires. 


SUTRA (23). 


Even of ab and ofmeft, there would be adoption, as the act 

WILL HAVE BEEF DONE. 


Bhdsya. 

It has been argued (under Su. 17) that, “ the Fire is for purposes of 
the Deity — Our answer to this is as follows : — Even on abandonment of 
the Permanent Fire, there would be nothing incompatible in the adoption 
of the Deities, — as the act will have been done ; as a matter of fact, the Deities 
are adopted by the An/vddhdna of the Fires, not by the Fire-itself ; the text 
bearing on the matter being — * One who takes wp the Fire on the previous 
day sacrifices to the Deity on the following day ' }-— this taking wp of the 
Fire ba.« been done already (pa the previous day), and the Deities adopted 
therein may very well have the sacrifice offered to them in another Fire, — 
Thus there is no incongruity involved (in the SiMhanta). 


Adhikahana (8) : The 4 Modificatory 5 Fire cannot he 

regarded as 4 Akavaniya 

SUTRA (24). 

[PUBY AP ABBA] — “ It SHOULD BE REGARDED AS THE ‘ AhAVAETYA AS 
TS IB OOIOSOTCTED WITH * AhUTI 5 ( OBLATION - OEFEBING) . ’ 5 

Ekdsya . 

“ The • Modificatory Fire * [i.e. the Prospective Fire that has replaced 
the Permanent Fire in the hearth] should be regarded as the ‘ Ahmamya ’ 5 
—why ?— because it is connected with ‘ dlmti ’ {oblation-offering ) ; that Fire is 
eaDed ‘ Ahavaniya % which is approached and then has oblations offered into 
it stya huyate yasmin ’) ; — and oblations are actvaBy offered in the Fire in 
question ; hence it must be regarded as the ‘ Ahavaniya 

SUTRA (25). 

[SroBHlETA]— I t must be ahotheb ; BECAUSE this has BEM TAKEN 
OUT Aim BROUGHT IN. 

Bhdsya. 

In fact, another Fire should be the Ahcmmiya ■ the ‘Modificatory 
Mre’ cannot be the Ahavamy^;—why 1— because this has been taken out 
and brought m ; this Fire is an ordinary one, which is ‘ taken out ’ and * brought 
in —as is clear from the injunctions ‘One should bring it in out of the 
Frying Furnace % * One should bring it in out of the. Prdddvya ’.—The name 
'mwwrnya' is based upon consecration , it being applied only after certain 
eonsecratory embellishments have been performed,— and never before that. 

As -for the argument that “ the Fire is connected with Ahuti (oblation- 
offermg) ” 5 — oblation-offerings have been laid down as to be done after the 
, ’ character has been established,— as is clear from the injunction. 

Offers oblations in the Jhavamya ’ ; the oblations being laid down as to be 
done m the well-established Ahavaniya ; so that the name ‘ ahavaniya 5 
is not based upon the fact of Ahutis (oblations-offerings) being made in it 
—From all this it follows that the Modificatory Fire cannot be the Ihammm 

The purpose of tins Adhikarana is that the details of the ‘ Ahavamyd > 
are not to be performed in connection with the Modificatory Fire in question 





Adhikabana (10) : The 4 Fire in the Hearth 5 is not to 

be kept for ever . 

SUTRA (28). 

[PtraYAPAK^A] — “ PERMANENT MAINTENANCE BEING; ' POSSIBLE, THEBE 
SHOULD BE OPTION ' AS THEBE CAN BE NO PROHIBITION WITHOUT 

season” 

BMsya . 

In connection with, the same ‘Fire in the Hearth we proceed to 
consider the question. — May it be kept permanently or not kept, at option t 
Or should it not be kept permanently at all 1 

The Purvapakm is as follows : — “ Permanent maintenance being possible, 
there should be option ; ie. one may, or may not, keep it permanently.— - 
Why so l—Became there could be no prohibition without reason ; there is the 
following prohibition of its maintenance — * It should not be kept up ; if it is 
kept up, it creates enemies for Mm 5 ; — this proMbition would have some 
sense only if the keeping up of the Fire were a possibility ; e.g. such 
prohibitions as ‘ one should not go % 1 one should, not eat have some sense 
only in cases where going and eating are possible $ — but there could be no 
such possibility of the keeping up of the Fire without a Direct Declaration 
to that effect ; hence we infer the existence of a Declaration enjoining the 
imping up of the Fire ; ibis inferred Declaration makes the keeping up 
possible, while the aforesaid Prohibition forbids it ; hence there should be 
option in the matter.” 

SUTRA (29). 

[SlDDHlNTA] — As A MATTES OF FACT, THE PBGHIBmON APPEBTAINS 
to the * Fere of extinguished brilliance ’ ; as thebe is 

PEBMANENT MAINTENANCE OF’ THAT. 

Bhagya. 

In case there were no possibility of the maintenance Of the Fire on the 
basis of an already perceptible Medic Declaration, then alone would there 
be some ground for the inference of a Declaration to that effect ; — as a matter 
of fact however, there is already a Direct Declaration relating to ‘ the Fire 
of Extinguished Brilliance % which makes possible the maintenance of the 
Fir© in question ; this declaration being — ‘ The Ahavaniya, of extinguished 
brilliance, should be kept up permanently 9 ; and inasmuch as the Fire m 
iho Hearth has taken the place of the Ahavahiga t what has been declared 
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regaxding the Ahavaniya becomes applicable to that also ; — thus there arises 
the possibility of the permanent maintenance of the Fire in the Hearth 
in question ; — and it is the prohibition of this that is contained in the text 
quoted above (to the effect that this Fire ‘ should not be kept up ’) ; — thus 
there is no ground for the inferring of a text (rendering the permanent 
maintenance possible). — Thus then, as there is no direct injunction of keeping 
up the Fire in the Hearth ,— and there is no need for keeping it up, —it 
should not be kept up at all. 


Adhxkarana (11) : At the ‘ Sattrq 5 and the, 1 Ahina * 
sacrifices , such acts as the 1 Touching of ih ° ShuTcra 
Vessel 5 and the like should be done by one 
Sacrificer only. 

SUTRA (30). 

Among the host of acts to be done by Saobifioers, only one should 

DO THE ACTS FOB OTHEB PURPOSES. 

Bhasya. 

In connection with the Sattra and Ahma sacrifices, there are a host of 
acts to be done by the sacrificers. [In regard to these the question arising 
as to whether these should be done by all the Sacrificers, of whom there are 
several, or by only one of them ?] the Siddhcmta is that among these acts 
those that are ‘ parartha ‘for other purposes’ — such as ‘the Sacrificer 
touches the Shukra-vessel ‘the Post of Udumbara wood is as tall as 
the Sacrificer ’ and so on, — should be done by only one Sacrificer , not by all 
of them. — Why ? — Simply because they are for other purposes; i.e. in 
these cases, the act concerned confers no benefit on the sacrificer ; if it did, 
then for the sake of securing the benefit, to himself, every sacrificer would 
do it. As a matter of fact, the acts are done by the sacrificer simply because 
they have got to be done * by the Sacrificer ’ ; hence, when it has been done 
by one, there can be no need for its being done by another ; hence only one 
of them should do these acts. 



Ap h i k a rana (12) : At the ‘ Ahina \ the said ‘ Touching of 
the ShuJcra, etc / may he done hy any one Sacrificer, 

StJTRA (31). 

Thebe can be no restriction, as thebe is no ground for 

DIFFERENTIATION. 


There can be no restriction as to which, particular Sacrificer should do 
the acts in question, — any one of these may do them. — Why ? — Because 
there is no ground for (Ujfermtiation ; we do not find any grounds 'or 
differentiation, — either in words or in facts ; — hence there can be no restriction. 

This is the final conclusion so far as the Ahma is concerned, where there 
is no ‘ Chief ’ among the Sacrificers — [with the SaMra it is different, the Master 
of the House is the Chief Sacrificer ; hence the case of Sattra is dealt with 
separately in the next Adhikarana]. 


Adhikarana ( 13 ) : At the ‘ Sattra \ the said acts should he 

done by the Master of the House only. 

SUTRA (32). 

Or, the Chief one should do these, as there would be no incom- 
patibility IN THAT. 

Bhasya. 

At the ScUtra however, the Master of the House is the one Sacrifice i 
that should do the acts in question. — Why ?• — Because there would be no 
incompatibility in that ; if the said Sacrifieer did these, there would be no 
incongruity in it; he is the one Sacrifieer who should not perforin the 
functions of the ‘ Priests ’ j hence there would be some difficulty and 
confusion if among the priestly functions, there arose the question as to which 
one should perform the acts — to the performance of which all would be 
equally entitled. 

If this method is adopted, then? is some useful purpose served by the 
‘ Master of the House V--hi that he would perform those functions bearing 
upon the Sacrifice that are to bo performed ' by the Sacrifieer 


■ 


Adhikabjoja (14) ; At the Sattra, embellishments like 
e anointing * are to be done to all the Sacrifices. 
SUTRA (33). 


[PUrvapaks a — continued] — “ At the Sattra, it should be the c Master 
oe the House \ — as others have no connection just 

AS IN THE CASE OF THE TITLE ‘ HAUTRA 


Bhasya. 



The Purvapaksa is as follows “ They should be done by the Master 
of the House only ; — why ? — as others have no connection (with the title 
‘ Master of the House ’) ; so that when this course is adopted, the connection 
of the title with the act is not absent ; i.e. it comes to serve a useful purpose. 

—How ? We explain : — In this connection the term ‘ grha 4 (‘ House ) stands 

for the sacrifice, not for the Home itself; if the House itself were meant, 
then, there would be no distinction ; as all the sacrificers are masters of the 
house (of sacrifice). — ‘ But of the sacrifice also all of them are masters'.— 
True, that is so ; and yet through the title, some sort of superiority is dis- 
cernible ; just as in the case of such assertions as ‘ Devadatta is the Brahman u 
in Mathura % This superiority, in the case in question, may be due to the 
larger number of functions performed, or to sharing the benefits to a larger 
extent. The largeness in the number of functions is not possible (in case <>i 
the Master), as the others have a much larger number of functions to perform ; 
the larger sharing in the benefits however is possible, specially because the 
1 embellishments of the Sacrificer ’ apply tp him to a larger extent than to 
the others. Hence the conclusion is that with a view to the applicability 
of the title ‘ Master of the House the acts meant to benefit the performers 
should be done by the Master of the House only.— As m the case of th» Me 
‘ hautra 4 : Le. with a view to the applicability of the title hautra the 
acts included under that title are to be performed by the Hotr priest only . 
similar should be the case in the present instance also.” 


SUTRA (34). 

[Porv apar^a — concluded] — <£ Also because of the scriptural 
declaration / 4 
Bhasya. 

“ There is the following ecriptnral declaration Minting the .toot 
or benefits accruing to the Mailer 0/ the Home—' He " ho, at the Sail 
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* * he Ma f er of the House araon S Sacrificers, is the propounder of the 
uZ f Cquires SUperi ° r P ros P erit y ’ ; this would be possible only if he 

shared the benefits to a larger extent than the others.” 


SUTRA (35). 


[SiddhAnta] As a matter of fact all should do them ; as the 

ACTS ARE FOR THE BENEFIT OF ALL. 


As a matter of fact, all the Sacrificers,— not the Master of the House 

, th0S6 aCtS that ^ f ° r the benefit of performers.- 
Why ^Because the acts are for the benefit of all : the acts in question We 
been declared (in the following text) as being for the benefit of all the 
sacrificers- Desiring prosperity, they should proceed to perform the Dva- 

th6r ° iS S ° me ° ne am ° Ug the saCTiti cers who 
has not had the embellishments done to him,— for him, the sacrifice would 
be defective to that extent, and hence futile ; and this would militate against 
the declaration that the acts are of use equally to all. 


SUTRA (36). 

Th* title ‘ Master of the Horn® ’ also applies equally to all. 


Just as. though the Master of (he Bouse does not do anything himself, 
other pMsons do the work for him. similarly even with this, there is 
superiority attaching to the Master, as Master,~not as a sharer in larger 
beneBto ; as m reality, there is no superiority in the matter of the benefits 

Says the Opponent-" Through self-interest, the Sacrificers would 
purpqsely omit acts that are conducive to the fulfilment of the sacrifice ” 

The answer to this is as follows : — 


SUTRA (37). 


Whebe thebe is incompatibility, the other should be done. 


l„.„c£ , „ T “ n ° inM “P<“affity between wliat is for the 

' of * he eamflca ftr,d wlm ‘ fa tor the man's benefit,— there it may be 
that the Priests would do the latter ; but when they are incompatible, they 

Win < If H Whi0h for the >*»*« of the sacrifice.— 

h-df , if the sacrifice were not done, then the sacrifice 

itself would not be accomplished ; on the other hand, if the act for the man’s 
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benefit were omitted, the defect would attach to the man ; and under the 
principle that ‘when there is conflict among the details of subsidiaries, 
what is for its own purpose should be adopted ’ (Su. 12. 2. 25), greater 
importance attaches to what is for the benefit of the sacrifice.— Hence 
that is what should be done. 

SUTRA (38). 

AS REGARDS THE ‘ HaTJTRA IT IS BECAUSE IT IS FOR THE SAKE OF 
OTHERS. 



As regards the argument that “it is as in the case of the title Hautra ”, 
— in the case of the Hantra, the man is for the sake of others , the act is not 
for the sake of the man ; hence it may be done by any one of them only, 
not by all ; in this case the name would be the determining factor. In the 
ease in question however the title 4 Master of the House ’ cannot bring about 
the exclusion of anything ; so that it could be applied on other grounds also ; 
and when it is not applied, it might well be useless, and not able to exclude 
any j specially as there is no declaration excluding anything at all. 

SUTRA (39). 

THE OTHER DECLARATION IS A MERE ASSERTION, 

Bhasya. 

The sentence that has been cited by the Opponent — 4 He is the 
propounder of the sacrifice — does not indicate anything at all ; it is a mere 
assertion ; because there is no possibility of any larger benefits accruing ; 
because it is only when there is such possibility that there can be a text 
indicative of it. 



FKARANA (15): The Bmhmana alone is entitled to 

ptrfonn the Priestly Functions. 

SUTRA (40) 

| PCrvafaksa] — "The Priestly Function should belong to all 
' CASTES, because all are able to do it.” 

Bhasya. 

“ The Priestly Function should belong to all castes, -Brahmaya, Kgattriya 
■md Vatihmi—vhyl-becaiisc they are all able to do if; they can all do it, 
they have had the requisite learning and are equally learned ;-no illiterate 
person lias been laid down os to perform sacrifices : and the repayment 
of debts (to ' Pitvs; Deities and Ssis) is necessary for all ; the mention of the 
‘Brahmaija’ should therefore be taken merely as an indicative of all the 
three castes ; — as already explained.’ 

SUTRA (41). 

[SlDDHlNTA]— I t MUST BELONG TO BRSHMANAS ALONE, BECAUSE 
OF THE SmrTI. 


The Priestly Fumtions shouU belong to Bralmuxnas alone, not to the other 
two castes —Why f— Because of the Smrti ; oultured people quol o the following 
ZSTi Offiltog as Priests, Teaching and Receiving of Gifts are the means 
of livelihood reserved for BrShmanas only ’ ) and it has been declared under 
Su l 3 7, Z Smrti 'is authoritative. Hence Brahmanas alone should 
officiate as Priests at sacrifices. 


Als o because 


SUTRA (42). 

‘ Fruit-Cup ’ HAS BEEN LAID DOWN FOB 
THE OTHERS. 


Bhasya. 

For the others,—. Ksailriyas and Vaishyas ,— the 1 Fruit-Oup ’ has been 
laid down, in the text-’ If the sacrifice is performed for the Keattriya or 
the Vaifihya, and he wish to eat Soma, he should bring the banyan-sprouts, 
pound them, mix them up with curd, he should offer that to him, not the 
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Soma In the case of such assertions as £ if the man desires to drink milk 
Takra should be given to him’, what is understood from this is, either that 
there is no milk available, or that the eater concerned is one not entitled to 
eat milk so also in the case in question, on the man desiring to eat Soma, 
the fruits are offered to him ; here also it means either that there is no Soma 
available, or that the Eater is not entitled to eat the Soma ; now as a matter 
of fact, there is plenty of Soma available at the sacrifice; hence what has 
been said cannot be due to no Soma being available ; hence it follows that 
the man is not entitled to eat Soma. When thus the Kgattriya and the 
Vaiahya are not entitled to eat Soma, they cannot perform the priestly 
functions,— because it is necessary for the Priests to eat Soma. Hence the 
conclusion is that the KyxUriya and the Vaiahya cannot perform the priestly 
functions. 

StJTBA (43). 

The same is the case with the ‘ Curd-Butter-Mixture \ where also 

THE EXCLUSION IS DUE TO THE PACT OP NOT BEING 
‘ DEINKER OE SOMA \ 



Further, the text excluding the Ksattriya and the Vaiahya from partaking 
of the ‘ CJurd-Butter-Mixture ’ states the fact of these not being ‘ Soma- 
drinkers ’ as the reason for that exclusion.— 4 Neither the Ksattriya nor the 
Vaiahya should drink the Curd-Butter-Mixture, a$ he is a non-drinker of 
Soma ’ ; this shows that the Kqattriya and the Vaiahya do not partake of the 
Soma. 


S0TRA (44). 

Also because it is mentioned in connection with the 
* Quartering \ 

Bhasya. 

In connection with the 4 Quartering ’ of the Oake done at the Darsha- 

Purnamasa, the Brahmanas alone have been mentioned, in the text c This 

offering-material is for the Brahmanas, those that are gentle Soma-drinkers ; 
it is *iot for the Non-Brahmana \ It has been explained that the quartering 
of the Cake is for purposes of Eating,-— and the Eating of Remnants is for the 
Priests only ; if then the Priestly Functions were to be performed by the 
Ksattriya and the Vaiahya also, then the offering-material could not be ‘ for 
the Brahmanas ’ only ; as in certain cases it would be for the Kqattriya and 
the Vaiahya also ; and hence the emphatic statement contained in the text 
quoted alone would become meaningless. 


SHABARA-BHASYA 
Vol. III. 

PRELIMINARY INDEX. 


AbMdhana — combination of Mantras 
at, 2348. 

Abhiaechan lya — at Dashapeya— per- 

formed, separately, 2167. 
Abhyudayesti—nh details offering with 
Curd and Boiled Milk, 1621. 
Adhrgu-Mantra — term * ekadha ’ repeat- 
ed in, 1577. 

„ „ „ * prahasd ’ stands 

for Prashamsa, 1604. 

„ Praisa — omitted in ease of 
Ewe dedicated to Sarasvatl , 1481. 
Adhyudhni — is modification of Ida, 
1984. 

Adlwara-kalpa, 2142. 

‘ Agnaye justam etc. ’—the term 
' agnaye ’ modified at Ectype, 1468. 
A ym" -sacrifice — whelps the main sacrifice, 
1654. 

„ — at Fire-installation — to be 

named with qualifications, 
1829. 

Agnichayana — Archetypal and Ectypal 
offerings at, 1753. 

„ - — combination of Nari- 

sfahoma and 

Nakqatresfi, 1798. 

„ — Agnivimoka done at, 

2192. 

Agnyatigrahya — appertains to Ectype, 
2052. 

A gnyanvddkana— none at Diksaniya, 

2273. 

„ none at Ispis, 2276. 
Agnistoma — silence prompted by pre- 
vious factors at, 1445. 

Agnistut — Stotra and Shastra not 
modified at, 1850. 

Agnlsotnvya — ‘ Uruka 1 stands for Fat — 
at, 1602. 

„ at — Agni mentioned simply 

as 1 Agni \ 1839. 


Agnisomiya at — Speech given vent to 
2191. 

„ animal-offering — Expiatory 

rite at — on touch- 
ing Post, 1559. 

„ „ -sacrifice — o ption 

among Mantras speaking of one and 
several Nooses, 1565. 

Agnivimoka at Agnichayana , 2192. 

Ahargana — Fresh cloth necessary at, 
1972. 

Ahina — acts done by a single sacrificer. 
„ act of Touching — by only one 
sacrificer, 2370. 

„ distinguished from Sattra, 1961. 
» at — Letting loose of Bulls pre- 
cludes rest of Performance, 
2164. 

„ Touching of Shukra, done by any 
one Sacrificer, 2371. 

Aindrdgna — mention of— is reitera- 
tion, 2059.' 

Aindrabdrhaspatya Sacrifice— at — op- 
tion of YdjyaAnuvakya, 2350. 

Altars — at separate — Mantras repeated 
separately, 2272. 

Angirasdm dvirdtra — at — there is pre- 
clusion of Sodashin, 1886. 

A hjandbhyahjana — at — Butter mixed 
with Gum-resin for anointing, 1812. 

Animal Sacrifice— to Soma-Pusan — 
Post of Khadira, 2020. 
„ „ with several deities, 

1584. 

Anunirvapya offerings — Procedure of 
Cake-offering adopted at, 2321. 

Anuvdkyd — recited in Neutral Tone, 
1525. 

Anuyajas — at Svistakft offering — is an 
act of embellishment, 1841. 

Aparagmka — Homas — are separate, 

2160. 




SHABARA-BHlSYA : 


SUTRA (45). 

Also because it is so found in the case of the ‘ AnvIhAbya ’ 
: Gift.. . 



There is the * Anmharya Fee ’ given at the Darsha-Purnwmsa. In con- 

nection with this Fee, the Brahmanas alone are mentioned in the text ‘ Ta 

etc mi diva ahutadd yat brahimnastadanvaharati tdneva tena prinati ’ ; the 

Sacrificial Fee is given to the Priests ; hence it follows that Brahmas 

alone can be priests. Hence it is that we have the Smrti-rule quoted above,- 

and this Smrti is supported by all the indicative texts quoted above!— 
From all this it follows that the Priestly Functions are. to be performed by 
Brahmanas only, not by the other two castes. 


End of Padaiv of Aclhyaya XU. 


End of the Shabara-Bhasya. 
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Apurva — prompts details, 1417. 

„ „ Proksana, 1421. 

„ subsidiary-prompts varia- 

tions of Pitch, 1425. 

„ prompts details of Fruit and 

Deity, 1427. 

Archetypal Samans — excluded by 

Kanata, 1817. 

Archetype — between Eetype an4 — 
Ectype to be adopted, 2314. 

Aahvamedha — at — option re Mantra 

„ connected with Savariiya, 
1597. 

„ at Text * Ishanaya etc. ’ 
lays down a distinct 
sacrifice, 1628. 

„ at — ‘ Two Lamp-posts ’ ex- 

cludes Adhvaryu's Fee, 

1787. 

Astaratra — at— combination of Calf- 
skin and unworn cloth, 2319. 

Ashvapratigrahespi — distinct set of four 
Pans at, 2237. 

Avabhftha — Agni and Tarawa qualified 
as * Svistakrt at, 1837. 

„ distinct — laid down by ' text 
* Varuaaika hapalena etc, 
2011. 

„ with subsidiaries — performed 
in water, 2149. 

„ prescribed in Text ‘ Varunya 

riiskdaena etc. \ 

Avesti — at — subsidiaries performed 

separately, 2218. 

Adhdna — Sentence beginning with 
1 Upa' indicates option at, 2040. 

Agrayarw,— at — Cloth and Calf exclude 
Anvaharya Rice, 1760. 

„ at — details connected with 

Anvaharya, performed, 
1761. 

„ „ — no cooking of Calf, 1762. 

Agrayana — at — no cooking of Cloth, 
1763., 

„ at — Pouring of Clarified Butter 
over Calf and Cloth, 1764. 

Agneya — mention of — is reiteration/ 
2059. 

Aghara — to fall in with end of Mantra, 
2340. 

Agrayana — only Flowering Grasses 
used, at, 2315. 


Agrayax la — Procedure of any one 
sacrifice to be adopted at, 2317. 

Ajyabhdga offerings— in connection 
with Cake offering, 2260. 

‘ Ajyabkagau yajati ’ lays down 
Qrhamedhiya as a distinct sacrifice, 
1993. 

1 A jyena sheaam samsthdpayati ’ lays 
down a distinct Act, 1632. 

Ahavanlya — worshipped with Mantra — 
‘ Ayam sahasramdnava etc. ’, 1523. 

Arambhamya Iafi — at Ectypal sac- 
rifices, 2303, 

„ performed only one© at Darsha- 
Piirxiamdaa, 1461. 

„ is an embellishment of Per- 
former, 1461. 

„ excluded at Dikmniya etc., 

1642. 

,, „ „ Anumati etc., 

1644. 

I, „ „ Arambhamya, 

1645. 

AsMa — combination of Mantras at, 
2348. 

Ashvina — -Cup— the foremost of cups, 
1899. 

„ and other cups brought tip 
from Aindragna, 1901. 

Atithya — ends with Ida, 2003. 

„ „ . „ first Ida, 2005. 

„ Iafi — Besprinkling etc. not 

done with each Rite 
at, 2287. 

„ „ — at — Mantra used for 

scattering — repeated at other Rites, 
2289. 

Avdpa and Udvapa of Sdmans — done 
in Pavamdna Hymn, 1823. 

Bahispavamdna — Importation of Verse 
in, 1871. 

Bhu — Sacrifice — Dhenu ’ excludes all 
other Fees at, 1778. 

Black Horn — Thrown on last day, 2 1 88 . 

Blaek-neoked animals — offered to- 

- gether, 2126. 

Bone-Sacrifice — performed by living 
persons, 1710. 

„ ,,—Japa etc. not performed 
at, 1713. 
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Bone-Sacrifice — Measuring of Post and 
Touching of Shulcra at# 
1715. 

„ „ — Prospective Acts not per- • 

formed at, 1716. 

» „ — no Invoking of Blessings 

at, 1717. 

„ „ — no performance of Stotr- 

Kamas, 1719. 

Brhaspatimva — Cups dedicated to 

Indra-Vayu etc. Combined with 
those to Brhaspati, 1803. 

Bfhat and Bathantnra — details are re- 
stricted, 1541. 

*». » » — details performed 

in connection with 
Ka&varathantara, 
1543. 

» » „ — combined in Ubha- 

yaeaman, 1936. 

Brahman-Priest— -to eat of shares, 
1690. 

>j Chaturdha Parana 
not done in share of, 1691. 
Brahmasdtnan — sung by interlinking 
the quarters, 1519. 

„ killing of— not to precede the 
rest, 2161. 

Brahmans alone — entitled to perform 
priestly functions, 2376. 

Brahmic Glory — persons desiring — 
should offer only Vrlhi, 2022. 


Oharu -offered 


f a no placing of 
Pan on Fire, 
1675. 

-no spreading 
out and 
smoothening, 
1675. 

-no covering with 
Live Coals, 
1675. 

-no applying of 
Heat, 1676. 
-no taking out 
and keeping 
aside, 1677. 
Chdturmasya Soma-sacrifices — Details 
appertain to Archetype at, 
1750. 

,">* Invocation done without 
changing the term ‘ Ajya at, 1851. 
Chilra—Rice need not be of Vrihi 
only, 1734. 

Clarified Butter— Eating of— at end of 
Sa$aha, 1939. 

” » „ only once, even 

when tfadaha 
is repeated, 
1941. 

Cow-sacrifice — Cow spoken of as 
* U&rd ’, at, 1834. 


Darsha — at— Fire is taken out without 

Mantra, 1613. 

Darsha-PiirrMnwa — at — Arambhanlya 
Isti performed only 
once, 1461. 

„ „ when performed by 

man with two wives 
— no modification in 
Mantra, ‘ Patnlm 
' Sannahad etc.’, 1569. 

>» at— gift to Enemy serves trans- 

cendental purpose, 1709. 

» „ Yajya and Puronuvakyd 

are acts of Embellishment, 
1842. 

„ results of— brought up collec- 
tively by its components, 
2080. 

,, — to he always performed along 


Cake-offering— in connection with 
Savanlya Animal, 2295 
Cliam- offering — to Vaishvedevas — In- 
vocation of Fi'??w excluded 
from, 1639. 

„ is Cooked Rice, 1664. 

„ offered to Surya, is cooked in a 
Pot, 1670. 

» » „ — no grinding at. 


-mixing of water 
not necessary, 
1673. 

-throwing into 
vessel not 
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Darsha — at — Mantra repeated with 
each act, 2242. 

Deity — details of— prompted by 

Apurva, 1427. 

„ — Postponed at Savaniya Cake, 

2211. 

„ details, not prompted by, 1429. 
„ should be indicated by name 
contained in Injunction, 
1824. 

„ should be indicated by name 
also in Transference, 1828. 
Depositing is brought forward, 1903. 
Details — of majority, to be adopted, 

2305. 

,, —of First, to be adopted, 

2306. 

„ —not prompted by Deity, 1429. 
„ —of Principal Subsidiary- 
most authoritative, 2307. 
„ — not prompted by Substance, 
Number, Reason and 
Aggregate, 138. 

„ — Archetypal — if not needed — 
not to be performed at 
Ectype, 1635. 

„ — Combination of — serving dif- 
ferent purposes, 2324. 

„ — Option of — serving same 
purpose, 2325. 

Devatddhikarana, 1429. 

* Dhanya ’ — the word — should be mo- 
dified in putting Rioe on Stone-slab, 
1469. 

‘ Dhenu ’ — stands for the Cow, in text 
* Dhenumdlabhdta \ 1731. 

Dhuh samam — sung over one verse, 
1863, 

Dilcsawya — no Agnycmvddkcma at, 
2273. 

„ No ‘ Taking of Vow ’ at, 2274. 
Disposal — Combination at acts of, 
2354. 

DvMashdha — Dlkshd etc. to occupy 12 
days each, 2222. 

Dvadashaha — at — Rtapeya and other 
„ details to be performed, 
1725. 

„ analytic — is ectype of syn- 

thetic Dva- 
dashahn, 1907. 


Dvadashaha analytic at— metres of 
Mantras are 
changed, 1913. 

„ „ Throwing away of 

Black Horn is done on the last 
Day, 2188. 

Dvirdtra etc. — at — -Procedure of 
Dashardtra to be adopted, 1864. 

Ekddashini — at — the singular form of 
‘ medhapati ’ is modified, 1586. 
Ekatrika sacrifice — at — singing to be 
done over first verse-triad, 1861. 
Exception — indicated by Prohibition, 
2028. 

Expiation— option of, 2327. 

„ Combination of, 2329. 

Fanning Fire— for — any seven Mantras 
to be used, 1866. 

Fee — Cows — divided among Priests, 
1774. 

Fire — Permanent — in Ukhd is modified 
by Prospective Fire, 2362. 

„ — Permanent — in Ukhd is not kept 
for ever, 2368. 

„ — Modificatory — not Ahavamya 
2366. 

„ — in connection with — Installatory 
Consecration, 2367. 

„ — installation of second— at— Fee 
prescribed for the first is 
excluded, 1757. 

„ at — Agni ment ioned with quali-. 
fieations, 1829. 

: „ Ajyahhdga offering. Deity 

mentioned, 1832. 

„ to be ‘in common 2177. 

„ option of Fees at, 2356 
Fire-stirring done once only at laying 
out of Fire-altar, 1450. 

First-ones to be selected, when' selecting 
from among several things, 1857. 
First verse — Injunction of reciting — 
refers to position of the Verse, 1458. 
Four-sliced oblation made up by joining 
Upastaraxia and Abhighdrana, 2054. 
First — details of — prompted by 
Apurva, 1427. 

Gavamayana -sacrifice — at — Brhat and 
Rathantara separated, 
1922. 
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Gvdmayana — at — Eating of Honey and 
Clarified Butter repeated 
monthly, 1943. 

Gold-pieces — Threshing not done to, 
„ 1638. 

„ — no cooking of, 1678. 

,, — no UpastararM or 
Abhigharana, 1679. 

„ — Eating of, 1684. 

„ —offered collectively, 1686. 

„ —in case of— all shares presen- 
ted to Brahman Priest, 1688. 

Grahas — led by Agrayana at Eotypes, 
1890. 

GrhamedMya — a distinct sacrifice, 1993, 
—Svisfakft etc. performed at, 
2000. 

„ — no eating by Prdshitra and 
other Priests, 2001. 

Group-animal-sacrifices— option re 

Jdghanls at, 2357. 

Hautra-mantras — combination of, 

2346. 

Heart and other specified limbs to be 
used at Sacrifices, 1977. 

‘ Hiranyagarb hah samavartatdgre etc. * 
used with the second Pouring of 
offering, 1746. 

Honey — eating of — at the end of 
iSatfaha, 1939. 

,, „ — only once, even 

when i $a$aha re- 
peated, 1941. 

„ ,, —at Gijvamayana — 

repeated mostly, 
1943. 

,, eaten by Sattra -p er former 8 at 
JDvadashaha, 1945. 

Iclopahvana — in using— no modification 
of term ‘ Yajflapati ’, 1471. 

Implements to be retained till end of 
life, 2201. 

,, Retention of— to commence 
from Fire-installation, 22Q5. 

Indra- Vdyu — cup dedicated to — nor 
brought up before all cups, 
1895. 

„ cup dedicated to — nor brought 
up before even when there is desire 
for reward, 1897. 


* 2383 

‘ IrS ’—substituted for ‘ giro ’, should 
be set to music, 1488. 

Istis — no Agnyanvadhana at, 2276. 

„ — Hotr Priest appointed at, 

2284. 

,, — no Dressing of the Lady, 2279. 

„ — no feeding on wild things, 

2280. 

, , — eating of Remnants at, 2 28 1 . 

„ — eating of Remnants serves as 

Embellishment, 2283. 

„ — no Anvahdrya gift at, 2282. 

‘ J agatsama ’ — is name of Visuvat 
sacrifice, 1891. 

Japa — combination of Mantras at, 
2348. 

J yotiqtmali — expiatory rite — not to be 
performed on going out of 
Fire taken out at Darsha- 
Purnamdsa, 1608. 

„ expiatory rite — not to be 
performed on going out of Fire 
taken out at Dharya Fire, 1611. 

J yotistoma — at — in connection with 
meetings — details not 

performed, 1625. 

„ at — gift to Priest is for securing 

services, 1692. 

„ at — eating is an act of Disposal, 

1696. 

„ at — number 112 applies to one 

kind of Fee, 1765. 

,, at — Fee apportioned according 

to title of Priests, 1776. 

„ at — each limb of animal is a 

distinct offering, 1975. 

„ at — the offering of Svisfakrt 

consists of Three Limbs, 
1982. 

„ at — Mantra not repeated with 

sleep etc., 2247. 

Kameqti — Fee serves transcendental 
purpose at, 1707. 

Kariduyana-mantra used only onoo, 
2245. 

Kanva-rathantara — details of Bfhat and 
„ Rathcmtara — performed 

with, 1543. 

n » Soman — to bet sung over 
its own basic verse, 


1846. 
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Kanva-mthantara sung over two uttard 
verses of its own basic verse, 1849. 
Kapidjalanyaya, 2109. 

Kautaa excludes Archetypal Sdmans, 
1817. 

„ excludes Archetypal Sdmans 
in restricted manner, 1819. 

Kumbh% etc. are common, 2233, 2234. 
„ —different when animals belong 
to diverse species, 2236. 
Kuxtdapdyinamay ana — at — Material 
cooked on Prajahita Fire, 2267. 
Kusha — set aside by Reed, 1800. 

Maitrdvaruna — has share in Eating 
Portion, 1989. 

„ has only one share, 1990. 

Main Sacrifices — common, as regards 
Fire, Place and Performers, 2128. 
Mahapitfyajda — at — Thumping done 
to Fried Grains, 1738. 

Mahavrata — at — combination of 

Upagana of Ladies with the 
Music of 'Priests, 1810. 

„ —at — new Cloth combined 

with Tarya, 1814. 

„ —at — Shloka and other 

Sdmans, combined with 
Rathantara, 1816. 

Manotd — There is no ITha in, 1844, 
Mantra — combination of — at Japa etc., 

. • 2348. 

», — like — ‘ Vrupratha etc, ’ — are 

. optional, 2343. 

„ — optional when serving same 
purpose, 2341. 

„ — Recited w’th textual accent, 
2332. 

„ Recited cn days ‘ unfit for 
study 2330. 

„ -taught in Bhasika accent to be 
taught in same, 2333. 

,, — acts to be performed after 
recitation of, 2337. 

,, — not repeated when grass is 
taken to another place, 2290. 

„ — combined, when enjoined con- 
jointly, 2342. 

„ — not repeated with each Thump- 
ing, 2239. 

, , — connected with Hav iskrt — to be 
repeated, 2250. 


Mantra — repeated with each stroke at 
Nandbljesti, 2241. 

„ — modified when Lotus grass is 
used, 1554. 

„ — not repeated with each washing 
of Platform, 2244. 

„ — Kandiiyana — used only once, 

2245. 

„ — not repeated with sleep etc., 
2247. 

„ —not repeated at retirement of 
Initiated Sacrificer, 2248. 

„ XJparava — to be. repeated, 2249. 
Manu’s verses — only necessary one to 
be used, 1968, 

Mdna and Updvaharav-a — done on 
piece of cloth, 1971. 

Mdnasa — is part of Tenth ‘Day’, 
1947. 

* Medhapati ’ — modified at modifica- 
tory Sacrifices, 1579. 

Minor Acts — to be common, 2118. 
Music — is called ‘ S&man 1491. 

NakqatrSqti — -combined with Narisfa- 
homa at Agnichayana, 1708. 
Ndndbijesti — Mantras repeated with 
each stroke, 2241. 

Ndrisfahoma — combined with Naksa * 
trSsipsA Agnichayana, 1798. 
Xagation in * Na tau pashgu karat i ’ is 
Arthavdda, 2032. 

; „ ‘ Natirdtri sodashinam' 

sets forth option, 2034. 
, f „ ‘ Andhulirjartildh ’ is 

Arthavdda, 2036. 

N iff adit rna ntra — in — -the term ' hari- 
vat ’ is not modified, 1475. 
Nirvdpamanlra — in — no modification 
of the terms ‘ Savitr ’ etc.. 1464. 
Nishi-yajda — at — Procedure of Darsha 
adopted, 2299. 

Nlvdrci — Besprinkling etc. — done 

■ over, 1534. : ■ 

„ when substituted for Vrihi, 
the latter term should not be 
modified, 1573. 

Offer ings-maker — not invited at 

Savanlya Cake, 2297. 

„ Inviting of — not repeated at 
'** Third Extraction, 2298. 
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Offering — ib not brought forward, 1904. 

Omentum — Injunction of— applies to 
subsidiary offerings, 2025. 

Option — in using modifications of 
syllables and musical mo- 
dulations, 1521. 

„ —when several Mantras serve 
same purpose. 2341. 

— in Expiations. 2327. 


Pranttd — details of — performed with. 

Boiled Milk and Curd, 1539. 

Prayajct — last — is an embellishment, 
1651. 

Prayajct etc. help the cake, 2253. 
Prdyanlya-charu — in connection with — 
details not performed, 1615. 
Prayariiya — at — Ekadaehina to be dealt 
with severally, 1925. 

Pr8addjya-homa — at — Tree spoken of 
as ‘ Vanaspati ’ 1834. 

Pratipr.aethdtf — has no Bhare in Eating 
Portion, 1991. 

Priestly functions — Brahman alone 
entitled to perform, 2376. 

Prayanlya — ends with Shamyu, 2003. 

„ ends with first Shamyu, 2005. 
Prokmna — prompted by Apurva, 1421 . 
Prospective Sacrifices — at — Substance 
and Deity of Archetype are excluded, 
2018. 

Poet — set up ‘ in common ’, 2179. 

„ Embellishments of in common,. 
2181. ' 

Prithivyai svahd ’ — lays down use of 
syllable ‘ Svaha ’ 2050. 

Prohibition of what is otherwise 
indicated, means exception, 
2028. 

, „ like ‘Initiated Person shall 
ndt make gift ’ lays down exception, 
2042. 

Prospective Aoi-s may be repeated. 
2097. 

Prayapiya — at — separate ‘ Keeping of 
Vigil % 2271. 

Purodaeha — -inferior to Sctvanvyd offer- 
ing, 2311. 


Pavana-homas — Two — -restricted to 

Dareha-Puritamaea, 
1549. 

„ „ not done at Saurya, 

1546. 

Pdeha-mantraa — Plural and Singular 
changed into Dual, at, 1561. 
Paehu-eacrifice — Samidhim adopted at, 
1739. 

Paehupuro^deha — is embellishment of 
Deity, 1666. 

Patnisamijaja — last item. (at Divonal 


Pammana — Nirvdpa to come at, 1726. 

PautstdaHka — Fees carried in instal- 
ments, 1966. 

Paridhi — details of Yupa and, 2308. 

,, details of Yupa not, if incom- 
patible, 2309. 

, r details of Post performed over, 
1637. 

Pauxtdarika — Fee given only once at, 
1962. 

Pavantdna Isti — offerings made 

severally at, 2220. 

Performers— same at North and South 
Altars, 2157. 

Pitch — variations of — prompted by 
Apurva, 1425. 

Place — Implements and Priests — of one 
at another, 2200 

Platform — -washing of — Mantra not 
repeated at, 2244. 

Platform — may be made at another 
time, 2176. 

. Plural number — stands for Three, 
2109. 

Post — details of — performed over 

Paridhi , 1537. 

Paehukameepi — details should not be 


Bdjaedya — at — speech given vent to, 
2190. 

„ — at — subsidiaries : performed 

separately, 2213. 

n — at — performers are common, 
2216. 

Rathmtara — sung over verses obtained 
by interlinking Bfhat and 
Pahkii, 1512. 

,, — singing of — over TJ tiara verses 
—done according to syl- 
lables, 1527. 
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Rathantara — and Brhat — details — res- 
tricted in application, 1541- 
„ — and other Sdrnans are sung 
over a Verse -triad, 1915. 
Raurava — singing of— -by interlinking 
Brhatt and Vistdra-Pankti, 1514. 

‘ Rchd stuvatS * — enjoins Hymning by 
Sdman, 1522. 

Rtapeya — Soma-cup excludes entire 
Fee, at, 1792. 

Sacrificer’s Death — Sarvasvara per- 

formed at, 1721. 

„ „ — Touching of Shtikra 

done at, 1723. 

advimshatitasya vankrayah '—in 
Mantra, there is modification by 
Summation, 1587. 

1 Samidho yajati ' — 'Set mid' is name 
of a Sacrifice, 1550. 

Samsava sacrifice — ueither Agriya- 
vati nor V pa rati verse used at, 1893. 
Sa mvatsara -sattra — augmentation of 

AnVcas at, 1909. 

Sarvasvara — to be completed even on 
Sacrificer’s Death, i 721. 

,, Invoking of Blessings for 
Longevity, at, 1724. 

Sattra — no appointment of Priests at, 
1698. 

,, no Hiring of Priests at, 1699. 

„ performed by several Performers, 
1 933. 

,. Sacrificcrs act as Priests at, 1956. 
„ differentiated from Ahina, 1961. 
,, acts t|iiin> by Master of House at, 

,, embellishment of all Sacrificers 
at. 2373. 

‘ Sauri/en,i chtnun nirvapet ’ — Here 
' cturru ' stands for Cooked Rice, 
1664. 

Savant y a — superior to Puroddsha, 2311. 
Savant ya Cake — Postponement of 
Deity at, 2211. 

Surruiiya Animal Sacrifice — no modify 
cation ui Mantra at, 1572. 
„ Animal Sacrifice — Cake-offering 

in conuet tion with. 2295. 

Sddyaskra — stake in Threshing need 
not be cf Khadim, at, 1734. 


Sddyaskra — Three-year-old Calf ex- 
cludes other prices of Soma, 1783. 
Samidheni verses — Requisite number 
made up by Im- 
portation, 1872. 

„ „ Injunctions of 

», — seventeen — re Vaimrdha is 
Arthavada, 2048. 

Samans — details restricted to each, 
1544. 

‘ Sdman ’—is name of the Music, 1491 . 

„ is embellishment of verse, 1495. 

,, sung with each verse-triad, 1501. 

,, sung over verses belonging to 
same metre, 1506. 

‘ Sdmna stuvita ’ — enjoins Hymning 
with Saman, 1522. 

Sdngmhani Iyf i—A n a yajas combined 
with Amanahomas, at, 1809. 

Sham itra Fire — Meat not cooked at, 
2266. 

Shydvasvdndigam — sung by interlink- 
ing Anmtup and Gdyatri, 1516. 

* Shycinanictsya vaksah ’ — : Shyena ’ de- 
notes .entirety, 1606. 

Silence— prompted by previous factors 
— at Agnistoma, 1445. 
iS'omd— combination of means of 
purchasing, 2352. 

„ Sacrifice — Darsha Platform not 

erected at, 2262. 

„ „ oblations connected 

with Savaniya animals, at, 2264. 
Sotjiashin — precluded at A ngirasam 
dmratra, 1886. 

„ appertains to Archetype, 1876. 

„ taken out of Agrayana vessel. 
1880. 

„ taken up at Third Savana, 1881. 
„ accompanied by Stotra and 
.. Shastrn, 1884. 

„ taken up at several Ahina sacri- 
fices. 1888, 

Stake in Threshing Yard — Hewing ftc. 
not. done to, 1736. 

',, ,, Threshing Yard — ground-le- 

velling to be done, 1737. 

Stomas — augmenting of — does not ex- 
clude archetypal Sdman, 1821. 
Sthanvdhuti — excluded at Sddyaskra, 
1648. 

Stobha — defined, 1533. 


Stotra and Shastra — not modified at 
. Agnisput, 1850. 

Stotra and Shastra - — transferred to 
‘■'Uttar a verses, 1 530, 

Stuti — combination of Mantras at. 
Subsidiary of the Principal is Superior, 
2307. 

Subsidiaries— like Prayaja — only once, 
2103. 

„ —Restrictions re even ground — 
applicable to, 2132. 

,, — Performed with each group, 
2137, 2142. 

„ — separately at North and South 
Altars, 2152. 

„ —with indistinct time— per- 
formed separately, 2227. 

„ — operate collectively, 2086. 
Subrahmanya Priest— invitation of— 
done at Dvadashaha, 2195. 

Suktavdk — term ‘ Yajamdna * is 

modified in,. 1474. 

* SuryaHchakmrgamayatdt ’ — no modi- 

fication. of— at sacrifice with two 
Animals, 1575. 

* Svardfk .—indicates time of Viksana, 

1917. 

Svaru — is common, 2184. 

' Tasya dvadasha shatam daksina ’ — 
the number pertains to Cow, 1770. 

‘ Tasyai shrtarn ’ — in Mantra — there is 
no modification, 1479. 

Threshing — to be repeated till Rice is 
obtained, 2101. 

„ only' once, if for unseen effects, 

2102. 

Thumping. — at — Mantra not repeated 
with each stroke, 2239. 

Traiyambaka offerings — at — -mention of 
Touring and Non-pouring is Artha- 
vdda, 2038. 1 

Trishoka — sung by repeating Atvjagati 
verse, 1510. 

* Trwrdaganistomah *■ — in text — -change 

of number is in Stoma, 1934. 
Trycmlka—rm. connection with— 
Aindravdyava mentioned for indicat- 
ing similarity of Procedure, 1905, 

L bhayasdma — in case of — there is 
combination of Brhat and Rathan- 
fara, 1936. 


Udayanlya offering — is a positive 
action, 2173. 

„ Skadashina dealt with severally 
.at, 1925. 

Udavasdmya ■ — at— Pee meant for 

Hiring, 1701. 

„ - — to be performed by each Priest, 
1703. 

„ — at — Priests other than those 
at Sattra, 1704. 

Uha- texts are human in origin, 1493. 

Upahavya — at— Horse excludes rest of 
the Fee, 1790, 

Upasads — distinct — laid down by text 
‘ Qaf Upasddah 2008. 

„ — at time of — Inviting of Subrah ■ 
manyd done without modification, 
2229. 

Updvaharana and Mdna — done on piece 
of Cloth, 1972. 

Updmshuydja — .* Four-slice oblation ’ 
essential at, 2057. 

„ —*Dhruvajya offered at, 2037. 

„ — Deity same as at Primary at, 
2068. 

„ — VisrM etc. are deities at, 2069. 
„ —performed during * Purna- 
mdsa ’, 2069, 2074. 

Uparava Mantra to be repeated. 

‘ Uruprathd ’ — Mantra — option in— 

‘ Uttardh dohayati ’ — enjoins milking of 
all cows, 2115. 

- ‘ Uttarayorgdyati 5 enjoins the taking of 
. two verses from ‘ Uttard * section, 

■ 1508. • 

Vaniapu — is modification of Siting 
Portion, 1988. 

Vdjapeyar-rat — Must * becomes ex- 
cluded, 1727. 

,, —at — Chariot is restricted to 
one Priest, 1796. 

„ — at — Rumblings of Chariot and 
Drum set aside Darbha and 
Mantra , 1801. 

„ —at — animals dedicated to 
PrajdpcUi are combined with 
sacrificial animals, 1807. 

„ — at — Post always jof Khaiira, 
2014. 
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Vajapeya — at — killing of Brahma- 
Sam a postpones Embellishments 
„ at — Shaba etc. are common to 
seventeen animals, 2232. 

‘ Vdyavam shvetam ’ — stands for goat, 
1733. 

Vartma-homa — excludes Ahavaniya 

Fin, 2044. 

V aa&— oblations offered separately, 
2145. 

FaaordAdro — at end of Mantra, 2338. 

Vairupaeaman and Vairajaadman— to 
he used as ‘ Pj-sfha 1931. 

‘ Vdrunyd niakasena ’ — In — A vabhftha 
laid down, 2170. 

Vegetable Cakes — prepared in a Cart, 
2268. 

Vihara — need only for Vedic Perform- 
ances, 2291. 

ViahvajU — described as ‘ Sarvaprsfha ’ 
when one Sdman is brought in, 1929. 


* Vrlhi ’ — words like — occurring in 
Mantras — changed at modificatory 
Sacrifices, 1552. 

Vfddha-stoma sacrifices — outside 

Sdmans brought in at, 1867. 

Yajhayajhiya -Sdman — In — * ird ’ used 
in place of ‘ gird ’ and set to music, 
1485. 

Yajya — recited in neutral tone, 1525. 

* Yasya somamapaharSyuh ’ — In text 

‘ Ekan gam ’ excludes the original 
number of Cows, 1783. 

Yaudhdjaya — Sdman — sung by inter- 
linking Brhati, and Viatdra — Pankti , 
1514. 

Yupahuti — excluded at Khaleball, 

1647. 

„ common, 2146. 

Yupaikddash ini, 2146. 
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[Note. — (A) The figures within brackets refer to the (i) A.dhydya, (2) 
Pada and (3) Sutra of the Text ; — (B) The figures in th§ second column refer 
to the pages of the Bhfujya in the Bibliotheca Indica; the simple figures — 
20, 200, 500, etc. — refer to the pages of the First Volume; the figures 
followed by (II) refer to the pages of the Second Volume of the Biblio. 
Indica Text.] 


(*i8i*£), 105. 

126. 

665. 

(*Kl*4)> 

380. 

(<ti*|8), 136(H). 
sr fsr 33^% (mil), 22. 

<Tfwrv (euisO, 178 

(II). 

®f^airTWT: (tl<?| 

V»), (M8lt), 564; 434(11). 

(am^), 

437. 

"sjtr ^«rTw?nrcjTw (m.!^i t ^) 

(Ui*U*>, 562 ; 750(11). 

Tyfqwt ^wr^TCTnrr® (uu»l 

a*), 789(11). 

"ster ** wrtm% *r str ('oi^i 
8), 33(11). 

mrt VTW SPIRIT (<H1*,«)-«FI*.0, 

774; 238(11), 239(H). 

f*RRlfa (£1*1 0 (£IV* C ), 

235Cn>, 170(11). 

*3tf?PI^$2ri>W (£I8|*C, ^), 

278(11), 280(H). 

(4.mt£), 

548. 

(t*|8i*<) H) 


(Ul*«) (UiBi*), 458(11); 460 
(II) 370; 372 ; 844(11) , 774(11 ) . 
RER ( cr l*ll)> 

100(11). 

^’sfwsmnsr (hw»), 
828(11). 

RtR f^f^g^rafftri^f gftem fs»4% 
(*Kl*£), 737. 

Wrvr (t°l*l**), 398 

m 

^er (*i*uc), 

256. 

tq^sstw^ ( hi b I*®), 
872(11). 

^tR (*iii*), 

(t *m*, , e), 342; 843(11), 845 
(II). 

WW# ^TV: (HI 8|^). 876 

(II). 

va^t«r (*I*I*8), 270. 

427. 

^reag^*ra[*RRiRj fspftftfjjsRriir! 
(imH) (41*1* °) (£1*1*8) (HRIB) 
(Vltli) (Hf*l»£) (UI*U C ), 
547; 579; 164(11) 307 (II) ; 
309(11) 366(11), 711(11). 

5f *ltcT (4RI**), 577. 
*rftr f^ftsn vNth^t *Riw (8j*i*<) 
(aR|8°), 507 ; 514. 
^f^^TtTFrfwfRt ( Ht*'H), 848(11). 
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(t *|9I^), 751 

(II). 

*|ftF 128. 

atn^WT- TO* ^T« 5 « 9 ^ (\»\\\ 

*£),■ 323(11). 

*?fim *itto (?°m?'&) (t°Wi) 
(wm), 231(11); 317(11) ; 593 
(II). 

(fl^t), 272. 

(ii u =? $ ) 

(UW»<)» 550 ; 704(11). 

^ftrfl-% ftl W), 128. 

^TWUfsfT W*f*T ('OltU'S), 15 
(II). 

('Qi^i^o), 48(11). 
*}f*T TOfw (HW), 465(11). 

■^ftrfc* *f*rro%*T?teTO (fj^w?» 

t*f), 252, 253, 256. 

(mw), 817 

(II). 

«1TT (l!W), 48. 
Vrfft t^rn (*«iaj^), 455 

(II). 

^firSjit f^ : imm) (mm, w) 
(*1W) (*V#U), 56; 126; 127; 
84(11), 860(11). 

^ftr*f *T ^iht (*»i^a) (^m 
*»), 352(11) ; 817(11). 

^Wt 4 fs (t*Hl*«), 814 

(II). 

sj^sict ('n?i^°)j 78. 
’•ufaCW TO^j: (e^F), 103(11). 
'flfifffft ’CT®!^ (M 8 |^B) 

(*«W®) (t»mB<), 494(11), 

496(11), 501(11). 

^ (<=im«), 76(11). 

* TOT*fa: (*^1^), 92(11). 
*rfri wrfs (*i ?!<!:), H5. 

*iftr TOf* sfwsT**f?r 

(*»nu<) (wwi {i°mvi), 

391(11); 462(H), 599(11). 


wstfw wirw (?iaia); 
(WS) (WW) (*MW) (*W»)> 
(WW), 89; 146; 157; 160; 
176; 539. 

arsFmr (w\\i) 

(miWMSW* 5 ) (^ff) «im<), 

35, 38 ; 395 ; 420, 622. 

^nnfrw Wffifr vm 'nfzps (»i*i 

^), 481. 

(am*) (r^i 

U), 442; 74(11). 

fkvx (mm) (mm) 

(Wt*.) (imH)'» 56, 126, 251, 
551. 

*lftW (*W*<). (t°iw), 

404, 416(11). 

*»fN (^nn) 798(11). 

TOfsr U°ibi? v b), 

464(11). 

^KfNtamt’aj *SP*TTOTfET«rro (*?l 

\\<0, 144. 

(mm) dm 
**) dmm), 392 » 667 > 868 
(ii). 

^ftTOTt ^rre- 

^ fti 1 ^) (Win), 140, 191. 

fM%r (% i a ^ ) 

((»im B ), 596, 612(11). 

*w uro (*»i«R<() 
(tSHIt*), 466(H), 797(H), 799 
(H). 

d\m), 843(H). 

(^l^e), 268. 

(cm a) (^«ia]^ 8 ), 
136(11) ; 457(11). 

*?nrt m (w«m)> 

811(11). 

**%’• (^1*1* *)> 189. 

(*um), 225. 

^ f w i cqy g ffrgfw «l<un.)» 732. 
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( \o I 

1R0, 403(11). 

(ai^i^c=) ? 5i2. 

^flr*p£f wt tw (^i»u a) (8 Uj?<) 
dUlH, 321; 454; 84(11), 

339(11). 

U3rfu dw^)> 397- 
^f^rr •qrfwt du R 0, 126. 

^fsprr ^Nnrfw f%u#»r i^Ynnfw d°l 
W°) 423(H), 863(11). 

d*W ft*) , 

379(11). 

WtsfNtffa; (?FRo), 774. 

usiuthY *dt (iw®), 

560. 

wthb^ dWW*)> 

359(11). 

^utwi sf^rq anftfii- (uaiv), 

107. 

'mum wifu d *l * ft « ) , 

511(11). 

f* *t*psi% wr^-afr (m^ir), 

313(11). 

Werntfu ftthw few?*),. 276(11). 

^fusrJitW (<rr?), 202(11), 

203(11)'. 

wifa ^rgfsfisr^ d*R«0, 

629(H). 

(1>R|^8, ^), 

495(H), 496(11). 

^fwui%r swijrth dttmO* 


^ ^ ’giw (^iaiva) 

680. ; 

^ ^ ^ wm 

(umx 8), 775(H), 

(mn) (u\ 
81^) (fFIN), 189, 518(11), 
638(11). 

^5T^TC3jf?r (^o|'5>!^^), 600(11). 

< 8), 748-749. 

^ W (VtimOt 773(11). 

d«HR>, t„) ; 482(11), 

484(H). 

fa^rfu: (tRRO*- 
144. 

d-WK), 419(11). 
to* di8|i), 90. 

0,577(11). 

^fwfa (^oRR®:), 354 


ft *■■ 3io. 

*^ai W (Ul«Mi 792(11). 

-qrsi ^gtf'as (<£RU*)» 242(11). 

(\mi, 80,- 

57, 61. 

(<?ru), 137. 

far ^ (ttmO, 139(11), 

*rt^^aY*fr sjs (®Riu),- 

92(H). 

TO £ f^Tf^rfu fw% (\mt) r . 


^fHvr%*Y (ai^ia ©) 

(lUlO, 460, 542. 

^ (*ri»),42. 

grefcfl f fr (mil), 22. 
(8RR), 468. 
Wrf% d °|8I1®, 18), 
473(H), 475(11). 

^ (?• I'SR 8 ), 586(H) . 


^uimwnsrai (irrO 
d»UR<) (^RR«), 364, 401(11), 
834(11). 

Wwft fWw (irk) (wv- 

11) d o|^iO—537,418(II), 56L 
(H), 526(11). 
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392. 

WfwV (8IUU), 443. 

•"•ssffaw ^if?r (aim), 436. 

wr *rnh»t *f3pcw (?»Ki^», 

tp), 652(11), 654(11). 

^gjsr snrefw (eftiu), 198(11). 

\*)i 586(11), 588(11). 

artgqtpsr '(1*FF), 

626(11), 

w^f*fT (twu<), : 809(11). 

xnjiT (aitli) 

469, 471. 

466(11). 

Bqf^TT: (Ultl c ) (UWV» 
*0* 826(H), 837(11), 838(11). 

{W\\, t) 40, 45. 
f?rs*| g-r^frr (*|8i 

*.,**) 124(11), 128(11). 

sritar («l^it ») 477. 

(URI8*.) 725(11). 

wfelT (MMi?) 

336(11). 

^TSTOifir Wl»lt<) 680. 

^RT ^rSRTST® (UI^I 

«), 761(11). 

^rr«r«rf?r ( c i \ i \ a) 

75(11). 

wi ^crfir (**rtl<4, w,) 
569(11), 571(11). 

9SR^WJTT^nff?T (m*F) 536(11). 
55T^ (^I^IJJ) 177. 

*ir?TOj (<tKi?c) 

151(11). 

wkM ajftfw (*>!*!?{) 45(H). 

WWTTST ^srffT (jt*ft|{) 

(%°rn»* a«t) 482(11), 608(H). 


^prf^m^prnsi't *mf$r ( t » l^t a^, »»)■ 
607(11), 608(11). 

W TT W (*I»H) 

(m\x) ami) am*) am) 

(ll\m) 195, 437, 649, 650, 654, 
663(11). 

?tt tfr%«p (uaiH) 103. 

^ gi 5TT (8i8|^) 529. 

w. TfiTWf^ (^l<£) 250. 
w ^^T , er (mw), 

750(11). 

wt: W*rf?r (8|^|!8) 477. 

^^rr^rftrfs^rr vroifif (t o iai^a), 
457(11). 

<*rt ^rfw^^nrarawreif*?! (<C m*) 
715. 

^w5ni%«rf?rsTT ?irn?: «fu*, ?<t) 
765, 768. 

^srf?ff%?rT I aw^\, Xt) 

124(n), 125(11). 
vnrm ^?r ?r*rjftsr (mu*) 48. 
'•vsmrsiTW m*rwmv (woia?, a*) 
605, 607. 

WSTttlW (*1*|<£) 70. 

^fW ^T^jraKflTWT^fsr (?1^|?) 
axm\) 385(11), 718(11), 
ffaT s?8tf*RT t^T? *ipr ( v? 1 a I 
\l)> 779(11). 

^srfff (\ b|«i^«, 8K) 
(VFK*) 595(11), 608(11), 

655(11). 

(mt^) 52. 

''awir '’SfW % ^Wt (^pibc) 

608(11). 

(jm^e) (X\W) 
717(11), 740(11). 

w^tfrr (*une) 233. 
azirrfif (*fuc), 421. 

sffir^r ^rr?rai*[ (im«>) 

542 . 
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( ? 1 8 1 1 ) 85, 

77(11). 

(*fi*u), 

842(H). 

wtentff N^rr: "(ttltlfc) 
700(11); 

(nwO 842(11). 

45(11). 

^ W stfcsftg* (<£l<m, n) 188(11), 

203(11). 

wi wf?T («|8|^) 64(11). 

*rr ^ (*m) 

(»I»H“) (HW e ) 487, 530, 
318(11). 

spfrfw (^i«|!?i) 328. 
w*rrwn?r*umt 
(8|»RC) 525. 

^WI^T^fTNWHT^sr N^HT (WM) 

C^IW) 648, 829(11). 

^HT^TTW <gWTT ^*TT (<£KI*.8), 

231(11). 

faftc (t'^lt'ltti) 

(X\W*>), 828(11), 830(11). 

ftftW}, 126. 
m *i*4 *r$ 

(**FF«), 660(11). 

(WW)« 126. 

**m Wfff T*« (WUF), 58. 

^fP'fsrcnr wr«r<n^r<tf?i 
285(H), 286(11). 

NSTHTSf ^T*pCTWT# (<K 1 » ^) 

(V°IW), 174(11), 367(H). 
"SRWt'^rr W ^fTSHTHT (4I8IH), 103. 

I htnt: «iw*), 662. 

I *W! qftSpTTCr (tRI?»), 

662. 

m. wr Htu (»*i«i*), 

862(H). 

. '■ f jtewv), 214(H), 

: V5(T1). 

62 


I 131. 

H^Nrsrf^fr ( ^ mi), 

* 3 * (MfKO, 

566(H). 

^TUf*T^T^% ^Tfw (UI8F), 

773(H). 

f*rg#r Jtnetfn (*Fl^), 429. 
fwr^ffiJRfr (^iti^j 

(w«) (mw) (*nn), 215, 

282, 451, 5(11). 

HWV ^ff (^.|8H5), 

439(H). 

^uruTsrt I 113* (mm), 445. 
vfvft f*nf?r («|»m), 56(H). 

(mw), 393. 

** * (mu), 420. 

WWHrf^TCltfH (^| 1 | 
8), 343. " • 

5TO|T^ (ni8|H^), 

787(11). 

*?*m *Tf*rr (81^1^) (*>mt), 481, 
39(11). 

822(11). 

**^»28JT^r?r (*1*1 

*«)» 747. 

(*l«iu), 318. 
m <«iwrwT (?im), 21. 

^ (mm) (M^)i 

443, 379(11), 

Wt 3S?r*ft Jffiwt (W*8), 

282. 

**w (*F18 0 , 778. 

W> («KiW), 

17(11). 

*tf% (tuii).' 21. 

72(11). , :■ 

*Nj H¥TfH IZWlflJ {%*\m) 
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mvrm’ U # HN.)» 

486, 388(11). 

^ ^r^fr ifstsni^sP (att,H*>), 446. 

(WK»), 226 - 

KW: 62 ‘ 

^f^^Wrswt fsnNifw (>mi«$)> 132. 
swrerefa ^Yf?r (<W* C ) 
^*m), 198(11), 527(11). 
^*nvqmarr. 04. 

az¥Tf^ («HlM)» 4=63. 

’BSP9^ <TT JJrTfJ (tl^l^t), 103. 

'sipi^TJfTi ^wrf 5 ? (*W^}» 57. 

fir *f* w (<?W)» 161 

(II). 

«*i^Srnt (t*FU*)» 631(11). 
^rPrur- (M«mO, 447(H)* 
*T3T TOnWgf (l°Kl^)) 574 

(II). 

(»«««), 479. 

firswTfii (IM8H1), 776(11). 

**% *n* a rfrcv* (mm) 

(*m*t) (<tFK)> 1 26 > 128 » 188 
(II) 189(11). 

^ttt- ( t « W^), 398 
(II). 

(t°i ! ?iY^), 398 

(II). 

v^nnrr^ sthit (% 1*1 

^), 126." 

'Sgjpnsft f* *KMT*T?t «WlM). 071. 

fMtfl (tl^i) 
Pm) (\mm> f», n)» 578, 
100(11), 813(11) 833(11), 834(11). 
munW sromnnw* C«i»iO» 

770(li). 

(«|B|i) (tmv 5 ) (WW)> 509, 
518, 552, 838(11). 

fofal wv (mm) 
(^l«F<) (t •!•»*-<•)» 191 445 
(II) 479(11), 612(11) 613(11). 


(<*m B, i), 373, 180(11). 
*T**wn*fip&* mm*™ mm), 
384. 

( c l W), 85(11) 

^iT^i (unit®) (ui«l 

^), 699(11), 782(11). 

^nN (WfiO (^°l cr i»^)» 

240, 648(11). 

tsgnfaT Tff vra^fl (>?UI^) ( t 0 jai««t)> 
123, 472(11). 

(<£Ul 8 ^)> 175 

(II). 

(U«i< 0 > 93. 

^Tq-^ft I HTW ^ , CT«W 
%*%*'• (tiai^ B ), 102. 

Hjwft mvit fnwT Oum?, «» 
^l), 530, 593, 596. 

^Ttf^TWqW 5 (tl ? 'H) ( p i^’> *H> 
*t>) «HU®) (W. ») (Ul»l<), 
72, 172, 192, 660, 674, 676, 
773(H). 

(*« W) (w* 0 )* 

63,258. 

i wr# : W «IV^<)»;744). 

I <t !»!».) (Yl^> 4?) 

(^o|«| 8 i), 89, 90, 140, 146, 606 
(II). 

^rnrr^*r qmap? (iitflt)* 08. 
wm (4!»!t*), 94, 

^T«qHT3TTWIT ^sr4 (*IW) (^»FIW, 
ix), 346, 653(11), 656(11). 

^T^UTT^ *TSffo (*1^1$) (HtlK) 

(t»lV*0 (\°\*>m)> 140, 316(11), 
391(H), 593(11), 595(11). 

^rssrlfa STT^Yt’JJYY'^^T^t (*°F! 
S'®, is, 'ii, i^, i 'Q), 650(11), 653 
(II) 654(11), 658(11). 
qjrerl N '^wfH ’55 U°ui««)» 330 
(II). 

(*w.ni)> 342 . 
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(*|«|^), 105. 

wanw *mf?r (ui^l«t), 707 


^TOTWHTT Shrotf *ty (mm), 257 


tow (^i«?i^) 
(M>?K°), 252, 639, 373(11). 

HW< (^nm), 748 


<9 *t^st (<i*nui, ii), 

296(11), 297(11). 

^rr^»r (wm) (^W*), 

428,41(11). 

*WW- W& (\\m) (Wll*) (*mr®). 

«m*), 88, 118, 28(11), 193(11). 
^rfwsi f*nc*ra (^liaia^), 604(11). 
'gt TO* (*|»|^), 125(11). 

^Tfs?ui: (l\\\\o) (<*|8|^) 

(t°m*8) (UIW), 47, 283(11), 
329(11), 738(11). 

(?»8t^), 103. 

UTf^V (^|<a|8?), 760. 

ETT ^ 

W few; ?RR «T II 

(mm), 527. 

(*»i^), 399 


^Wlf?T , *gw*l (<»Fu), 620(11). 

^RHsrRTP#-^^ftr (Hiaiw), 796. 

^ITf^r ^ TjftRT fqtWT qftfte 
*0 (8|»l^) (UKI**) 
(imm), 374, 378, -527, 711 
(II), 837(11). 

*5nf%R i^STTfu (mm) (qin), 150, 
90(n). 

fifrcutf (\*\in), 479(11). 

^TfwqrR J^tetKTW^: (t*|«l 
<% **, m), 512(11), 514(n) 

515(H), 516(H). 

to?* tz^s (\\\m) (irn-a) 
(il»]<j, 150, 542, 586. 

<siTfta (*«K|S>*), 572 


,| aru?t I fttwi: (*ltlH, 45. 

^THiTWTWIS^r: (*|<ra) («|8|'®) 

(l«|B|*>), 368, 519, 442(11). 
^TfiRJT W («|8IH)» 596. 

^Tfirgr iw («l^F), 495. 

«si^f tf* (vfhi) (i\m 

*), 418, 860(H). 

^sf% (^m^>?), 126. 

TOWT1J (^m«'o), 133 
(wi«M), 796(H). 
vt T’WSR^sp «ft|*’®), 643. 
w rt (,t|il^)> 715. 

Rmtt tow 4 (M<?I*F), 371(11). 
: *rr^T («m«S) ({FI**), 629, 

775. . 

qjmsTRT , ?nmT nffr (iHu c ), 574. 
^TS'n T§ ^ ( * o: H • W, **)> 490(11), 


WUftH W«lfWT (toltl^, *<>), 318 
(H), 319(11). 

*roi w crotl (uiBft), 862(H). 
436. 

^Tf^rwrftR fwii (ii^i^), 

576. 

(^isis), 196. 

(8HK).«lfH») 
(Ul W), 442, 739, 759(n). 

^rstTr^r^TwCr (m\*>), 139(11). 

*wt*rt ^rrffjw Hfarget (fN**) 
U»W«*) (x\m), 601(H), 

602(H), 665(H). 

W!W*fiT rtltl.0 (OW<), 842, 
600(H). 


2396 


SHABARA-BHl§YA : 


wt wWtfw froTOifs? *it fqsrf% i 

(»Wtt), 498. 

XfiT ®tt tft $ W, (tUI**), 127. 
tf?r ^ wt* arf 5 *^, (<l«l*<). 753. 
IjaWTfWTlfNT^ (t*!*!*?), 851 

(II). 

XX. STT^TSfait (*.t*!t c ), 256. 

XX stow tt (Wl»ia®) (l-.l*l* 0 » 

339, 347(11). 

snaps ( 4 1 * 1 8 ° ) 583 . 
tt ftw (**| 8 |*), 

861(11). 

xx (H=w) (>*l»lO» 

653(11), -860(11). 

XX ft (*imb 8 ), 127. 

t«? ^rfcs ^r3T=^ 

(*m#t), 175(H). 

t 1 * sjfssfenc (y«i 

8 ), 90. 

4*5 ajs^svft (*l*lH)f 129. 

wr m sarw (s»l*!*<c), 268. 
x^\x- (^l^), 270. 

***9t«P3J (*!*!**>), 264. 

X*%'- STTWT (tl*l* c ), 58, 

T*SST g ftarrfm srtY^ 118. 

xsi *sfx xfmx (t»iti*t), 319(11). 
x&nft swfs 34 : (*i*u«t) (*!*lt*)> 
256, 283. 

thrift <ta«n (*i*it<) (*i*it*), 
256, 283. 

T*5TaT ^T»TTfvr: (\ \ |B | ^ 8 ) , 

767(11). 

vxm BRtWfc ^TttNrT^tMTRTO (ii5| 
0. 235(11). 

vw* trs vgf*'- (amt*), 499. 

4*51^ xmxxvx (*I4U<), 347. 

4*5^ «wrreiftr (t®lij|f *), 

319(11). 

■ 455 * 3Z^si% sfat ^(*l*l* c ), 274. 


T 5 ^ ft* 4*5 tt (<m«) (iRIi). 
139(11) 145(11). 

4*5* s^ifn srnt (em«), 143(11). 

4* aj^fw *p*TST (l«|UI40, 

474(11). 

x* agar sg*r*?i wari^ (tti*u«), 
751(11). 

tr sTrstti {t*i«p?) : 

455(11). 

4SWZ«5*T 4 *rST«? W ( ? ! ? 1 V * ) 

(tl*|B*) (3!?|#8) (?*!*!*«). 56, 59 
226 850(11), 852(11). 

4«t <*|»|*£). 106. 

4*5 (<£mf), 138(11). 

4*t ^ITWT’Sff^ai'r (41*14), 143(11). 
t^r sWarr t sU ^ («cm»*), 
178(11). 

rtw ’stwt f^^r : nm^rn^. 

X? tft : :{?§&$%' 126. 
xx tr gtomsrarft (*1318), 570. 
t’aar? ttifsr 

187(11). 

4* **t (*i’!84), 126, 133, 

4* *rfw fNf% (»*i*i*4), 853(11). 

(4!?i?’0, 573. 

42JT 433ST XI ap^lTFUi (* 1 8 1* 8 ) , 
575. 

XX XT XX W*T XX ^«H WTV (*Fl*<), 
418. 

XX 5T ^ T 5 ? xi (?|?|B«>), 126. 
t^isrr srsfMlNtwT jtt: r 

SHTT^ mj ^T’RT 5 ® XXX j 

.'; li •". 

(?*l*l*°) (ll 1 ?!*®), 567, 837(H). 

twfo RTf^iT (*|?13*), 126. 

ai^m: (tl?^), 139(11). 
twrrw^Bi cr^: (?®!tl*), 532(11). 
t^rrsTTar xvqx (cmitt), 293(11). 

I (?»Kl*), 

528(11). 

ttWT^WW (*!*!’*), 181 . 
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won*! wifw (t*FI|B*), 

498(11). 

waft t^TOTWT (^F| 8 ») (t*|<Un),. 
434, 539(11). 

5 fm*t (w IY<), 268 . 

(yfu<0, 420. 

wf^ (^t^j«), 143. 

^rrfnr ^ *tt smfsr ’g’mfrir (urii), 
705(11). 

(aiai^j 519. 

^hr-.X w^j ($ism), 127. 

WW WTOT ^rtu 

(mu), 278. 

'5rf^srf% »r snilfw (wilt), 347. 

*r*ngt (*wi*j), 858(H)-. 
<5f^ (ORRc), 395 


SW (^|'5»|8^),407. 
*T fjTCT ^T^TWIHT (*UIM), 187 


^fW^(?iaiO(UUI^) 3 85, 86, 
677(11). 

^t?TT {m\X)> 397. 

'swsTfsr rftwrfsr TSRTsqjfni vmf*rr (s|*(i 
8), 91(11). 

^WTfT iteTTir: («f|?|8«i), 180(11). 

(<Cru), 765. 
(R5|B), 91(11). 

^fK f%T^ IZ¥TfH (^|8|U), 318, 
'3 1 lft€TH B^FTf (XX\%\ 

H), 763(11). 

o^wyswi wf*rq^ (oimc), 
508(13). 

^YftrtT 3T VT^f^rT (OFI<) 

(WW); 629(H), 127. 

*nft wfw («WW), 49(13). 

fr JB^rara^f (or 

W), 638(11). 

WV- q?^WFqq«eNTf?r (OFI{*)> 
659(11). 

’g^nrra?Ftj ftroitav (m i^s), 458 . 

(OIW) 

(tl«F), 427(H), 200. 

^wrt (wm), 

234. 

^vrfart 
(OI»H), 437(H). 

3TTW *PO Tf*T 

(*IW) (WHO. 81(H), 299. 

(V FIB'S, *<(, 

i\, a) 650(H), 654 

(II), 656(11), 658(11), 144, 145. 

TTf i: W: (fl 

<H»)* 378. 

(Ol 

31^), 401(11). 

402(11). 


*HT (^m 

<*), 393. 

'^tth: ww ^T^fTSfrn: Nsrfw ( 01*1 
< a), 312(11). 

'STR^tJikffr ( ? o|8|8'o), 471(11). 

(tmiB's), 690(11). 

( 5 ?l 4 lO ( 8 |U 

^), 342, 454. 

srawrfH (urM), 684 


ft&ltH), 347. 
fipcroi ( x • lilt*), 503 


^flTsn I t^T (tl?H<v)> 78. 
'sflwqrrT qriftjpfa fasx 


TEreksT (oi^ib 1 ?), 357(11). 
<3^<isft (UI8|i«), 792(11). 
^*rc?psrw ’qtfaw (i | ?1 

W*), 679(H). 

^tHT (^l«l^^), 397. 

^THT ■'■r ^gj^TiTT^ (*FW 0 
417. 

qT (ci’rlBc), 221 ( 11 ). 
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SHABABA-BHA3YA ; 


w*h (* e i*ii<o (** 1*1 
**), 508(11), 846(n). 

snq'sfw (**i*i**), 

856(11). 

'swaw Ul*l*V 8*) (*°m 
HA), 55, 60, 335(11). 

.tow 'sri % ^wgf?r : wrr^ (?*t 
W), 856(11). 

<ar%f% KTaiT ^wg«Fn: (<fi8i**), 274 
(II). 

(<tl«l**), 275(11). 

«a^ | ^risrf (**|8|*), 862 

(II). 

^ *JW5to: (<0*M) (*m 
**), 753, 127. 

wi (<Cl*!* c ), 

210(11). 

'ar^r 'sfw asfteft (*<>|8|**), 462 
(II). 

(*«18|**), 

463(11). 

■oi^ st ^^njsrareT'g to- 

(*1*1*8), 43(11). 

(*i*i**), 146. 

*re*f ! sr ^ *nPfi?P*: ( l o IHJaO , 

502 mx 

'wSfiswc (?«i?t?8) (M*|**), 392 

(II), 394(11). 

*R’*w^r*r ; <fHTf*r ( ** i » 1 8 8 ) ( ** | \ 1 8 a ) , 
789(11), 82. (II). 

<areg!M*rf?r (*i*i*0» 411. 

(«ti*iH) 

(\ «Kl*), 197(11), 528(11). 

■agfar: ■Sfmf?^ W (*i*l*), 279. 

(<ti*i*°)j 213 

(n). 

mtk 7rrE?ffr (<tt*i8), 192(11). 

■ wcf*R (*«l*i*8), 759(11). 

awajFmr^f?! (um<0 

(*!*!<*), 845(11); 146, 

«R?r^ ^ra?fr wf?r (*Ki*), 727. 


w?i t *jT*frre<r xrarjfr (*°i*|i(<t)» 
429(11). * 

aRfajrrere? (mi*!**), 

758(11). 

^«afw (*i*i*t) (m 
* 1**, **), 404 ; 347(11), 348(11). 
^•fkar (VI8F), 444(11). 

mfzm 's<mf*rr (uifiis), 563(11). 
wfsrsfr tsr^srsfBw- 

(*i*U*), 72. 

^f^5T ; (\b\. 

*18^), 363(11). 

(<|*|*), 634. 

( * °I*I8*), 

359(11). 

srrfsTsr *nr ijws 
kl*H8), 231(11). 

^^frsfq- -rnff '*Tif*rr si^rasr- 

(*m**), 125. 

totow s*»<t t^rfir ( * 8 1 * * ) , 101. 
kmm^ (^iuu), H6. 

*Vf8T trtx^fcr (*o|*R), 

# 344(11). 

^VTS^f WWT^rlTrT («ti*i*<£), 254 
(II). 

sarr^rra ^tsrw (*e| 
8|*«) (W*u*, *<C, *0, (*m*) 
(*il*|*), 487(11), 488(11), 489(11), 
542, 571. 

*rmfw (*l*|8), 559. 
^f4^frf«^3«fRT (tl*18) ( Mil**), 
570, 491(11).' ■ 

<TW ST XKK- STPHtS W 

(8|*|*i), 504. 

SSif? ST SRfT SiHTTS sswt 

(81*1**.), 501. 

KM f% TPtfff W^TfT (*®lll*<), 

491(11). 

KM ^I3T sir fwift (<ti*l*8), 195(11). 
Km^n ^^rar^T^Hn^ajTs (^ 1*1 
>*) (*l*lO, 74(11), 568. 
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wwsT (*o|^) (ii 

VO, 385(11), 568. 
nninn nntw fmfm (uiw)> 715 
(H). 

I frrfsr NsrK^wrfa (*«ifc|«), 
580(n). 

537(11). 

^FT thfr (*141*?=) '(tWWJ* 712. 
834(11). 

njt^nt ^ (t«wv) «iw) 

(UKI®$) (^18|0)> 402(11), 751, 
689(H), 865(H). 

n*t t*TT nn fNP (t«l*K*)» 424(H), 
nnt gfrev w ni^tt («^ia), 91(H), 
WFT (<RK C ), 

198(11). 

NNraWTNT (fiiiH), 714. 

N*T HrfwNfawN (t*mt), 479 

(H). 

N«ST% («tlll8<), 

228(11), 

n^rT *ft wftsfa («if 

ti), 91(H). 

^ w (im^) (*m**), 64Q, 126.- 
57. 

thrift NSN 
<FI«),770. 

N^FrcUmiV), 79. 
Tnr^ngN (*>ims), 17(H). I 

(«mt<), H 

(H). 

t**np (*iw0> !6(H). 
Niwransr*™ Nnsrar {\\mt) (W»i 
*,*.), 192, 773(H), 774(H). 

NHNr gNtTNNSfoprTNT (*1118*0, 718. 

nhnt f^T^Frfn ^t^rn (*fi*?°)> 

768. 

WfF (WIT®) 

(t-R^O (UIW»)> 162, 645(H), 
669(11). 


^wrwr (Till*®) (»iu^) 

(*IW»), 328, 440, 646. 

’WTWf I s * ^1 r«i^«? WT^’srnd: 

felt wi (wit?K 146. 

WEff?J®?R: (Wttl) . (Wit®) 
tm, U), 245(11), 297, 636, 
640. 

(twiwl (Him) '(ww).(wi 
^), 298, 356(n), 615-616, 731. 

{*)W*), 271. 

sn wm wnsswWmt (^i^i»), 177. 

swlfcr i?fwf 'sswr 
«W<), 746. 

WJf: NTTf^PHPl W* f*nft (t^UI 
0, 797(11). 

NN WWT N85|JtfH$F ! (Wl 

W) ($I®F) (ilW*), 304, 199, 
581. 

nn I fra*mfn xr. ^fesnrflr ( % e]*i 
.8*), 559(H). 

(®IW») 38 
( H). 

tpr I (iim), 

588. 

NN I WNffc wfl (*«FU)> 620 
(II). 

^l^f^T'Bf«rq<Sf%(^|^!^)(ll*Ul),' 
188, 573. 

^Jsnf^HTt: fJIRTT (*F!*), 763. 

mu Hl tanftfc fo (*FK), 764. 

NNT I ^VTOTN^fW (*|8|8«t), 
340. 

nyn I sf?rfsm NT SNiNNT (t\\l 
**), 205(11). 

(**181 0 » 860 ( 11 ). 

NHt nshnn: (^l^l*?»), 264 . 

NNW *w fN (£IW°)> 255 ( 11 ). 

$NT^f8RTN STNft*fa^N^1NWI 
(M<l<), 535(n). 



fMftf (C|t|^), 85 

' (II). 

izmf* (m\^> ^) (WO* 
150, 152, 344. 

$s^srcfit Tzmfn (l»liK^) (WR), 
510(11), 578(11). 

^iwr?: (?9|^F^), 521 

(II). 

$*?^nwnn 5 T w 5 ? ( * ° mil), 

511(11). 

*raftsfr^^r ({•N.re*>, 
**, =*), 517 (H), 5 i 9 (n), 
520(11)/ 524(11). 

qr (s«RF«), 

519(11). 

WTSffs tftj (^| w< 0 > 121 . 

140, 377. 

$*£ ^OTT^T^rf (^l^l^)j 140. 

$s??nr wi^wn^n (ww)» 16(11). 

tott WTfw (^i w), 275. 

iijwgJ iy*f«n fsFi^fa MWIi 

(\m\Q ftim) (wuO 

imm) Ou»w) «hf) (*mu) 

(ctl^U), 667(11), 191, 256, 506, 
580, 595, 656, 61(11), 73(11), 
234(11). 

TO*r ’*nww\ (^KF), 373. 

^TTfr ^wrcTtsr: (*um) (®nmO, 
16(11), 74(11).- 

wpfr^fw ($i$n<)» 

307. 

sfati: -tfrsfVtfsT (^Ki^), 

373. 

TOT 0?!<?l^) (?t?lU) 

(^1*1*8), 246, 282, 284. 
JTOnwwi^Tw 3Trs?f?r (ii^i^a), 219 

(II). 

^IT (?!>!?•), 258. 

q^rftr (*.m^), 539. 
«te?*T*ppcfw (URIBl), 690(11). 


wi (tlW) (?R!8f)» 57, 

61. 

-sD^snc: ^?W .(**W<*) 

429(11), 431(11). 
(u*n), 66. 

U), 194(11). 

wf?r (u\i?<£, n) (?°l 
aia^) (t«>l’®lf?)> 50, 52, 194(11), 
470(11), 614(11). 

f^sr (ei^i^), 207(11). 

^ X *?Rcr w- (ORI^), 393(11). 

^ ^ *JWTWT (MW), 

394(H). 

^fwr smfw (t*l«F), 582 

(H). 

wfM fapfta (*«>FIH), 639(11). 

(U8IS°)» 107. 

Waf%?f?r (*w*0» 411. 

¥? wftr (ifi^mc), (mm 
a ^) 227(H), 469(H). 

*rr (ajaia o), 

535. 

(^i^ua), 285. 

w^fTfsr sfrc^TTfSr (^FIU), 420. 
artrrehr ^tpErfyr («i?f), 442. 

3fr«m ^srf* (bjwO, 452. 
^tvp* (<frj*???), 189(n). 

W( ^fwr x\v- (MMM), 
445. 

aswft W3 (*ibn*), 320. 

w (*m*<?), 116. 

*pff*iT ftftaT (*?l? K x)» 116. 
sirafnr (3|B|^), 320. 
wn % (Mill's), 733 (n). 

(urn*), 122 . 

x&ax 3TT*rfo (*i w *» <» li) 
Him, V), 19(11), 20(H), 23(H), 
25(11), 189(11), 190(11), 219(11), 
393(11). 
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ft m *rc ■. 

<8), 41, 48. 

wft mm wift (v«|8iH, tv 
\v), 448(H), 449(11), 450(11). 

€tWUW^SN^TW; (U^|3), 60. 

400. 

« g ^ twf^ 'wwt srmwi^^r 
(81^1^), 479. 

(*ITO), 298, 615. * ( 

gfr^f MtePfHj (t.ivu)i 403 

(II). 

(tmie) (Mtr 
Vo), 311(n) 381(11). 

wft wfa ftKlt) (m<), 
366,368, 743(H), 150, 460, 491. 
Teif^ *rwrft.(*im'5>) (»i*?i x) {*my 
(tm e ) (mw) (um)> *88, 

490. 

mT^ H*rf?r (MW), 809(H). 
mfsi mi (»w0- 

(8|$1*) (81^18.) (*im#)> 491, 82- 

(II). 

?rwk^ m («mu),. 

10(H). 

?nrt§^ snwg^^W (<(I W)» 65pL 
jrfwqft wiftr (aim^), *146. 
wanfiwtsf (mil), 90. 
jtr yrrqwnsk ®win (ci8|^), 347 

(II). 

3TTWfri3[W*fw (*W*) (mw, 
^), 106(11), 108(11), 113(H). 
m«rroftt * m 
t«), 208(11), 210(n). 
wi*r*rraftat («UW*) (<KHF)» 2Q6 
(II), 207(11). 

(MM®*), 525 

(H). 

jrnwT wt «*wlw (4l8«»X 

679-680, 

3TTW Ntt). / 


(t w), 680(H). 

Tift IT ft$W (MW*)» 

m mfftn m m yrfn (MW) 
828(11). 

q ?japRW: (Wft*) ('S|^1^4), 16 
(II), 45(11). 

nf- (^|8i^o), 107. 
mt*r (8R|8), 491. 

ftpiswrsftT (URl^), 680(11). 
ftf^ fkfti €^3^ 311^: (tl^C), 
320. 

fm^TifteWTSrg^^’W (8|8|^o) 207. 

(MW), 352(11). 
fvEffa f?R%W Nt<T Wfftft Ttppp? ! 

^ fmm ftfwwi ii 

(8|^R), 490. 

sw*ft*s (miH 


ap ^ftn?T Kim*), 633. 

«ft* m (UI8|8^), 791(11). 
OTTftnR’tKT my (®mt8), 75(11). 
^fcrei^r w<Tft (UftlP) (i\\\ 
i), 748(n), 638. 

^xnjft'qTONT fw^ (?°18| 

U), 447(11). 

*ifTW (=UR8), 75(H). 

4Wt wr 'rrwfw: (amH), 


(«|U’ B )» 442. 

iwftpk ftmmfo (tri^), 078, 
gfssnftpfa ft^r^l ^iftr (M 

W)* 416(H). 

wmtmvsm (umaa), 

689(11). 

5^w»n«r ?n# (wt 8 ), 419. 
i|fN kq fo (XttWi), 134. 

%snnr^srq% (wn) (*m) (mwX 

413? 487, 365(H). 
qfafa Ojmw); 126. 


JTrfr an ^ jfatK*), 78 

(II). 

gfaftaraarf* ^rnftt (^laK), 

864(11), 

^gapfrar: (mn),[i\mi) (<CRlH, 
64, 647, 650. 

aZTHfwiZ’f^T: WW IS'TO ( B l*l 
??), 99(11). 

az^f?r^TKsn: asRrefsrsft (^i^a); 
96(11). 

az^fw^an: (*\*W), 99 

(ID. 

Tzffam wt<t ^rfear (finua), 

346.' 

afTCt^sr toh ’TW (fim^) (M 
iU°)(*\m) (ai^ia)> 81(11), 370, 
436, 491. 

afif^rwt (**?iun), 863(11). 

fNj^itsf 511 ^: Wft (?«| 8 |?o), 

445(11), 

^aiTft afrit aTnftwf^FT (^?l*?8), 76. 
aW wzw- (Mm), 3(11). 
^warwp (tenia's) (W«H*) t 363 
(n), 462(11). 

3=) (imm, a.3, u.t 3 a.'a), 347 
(II), 353(11), 354(11), 405(11), 
417(11), 419(11), 421(11), 

TO «TT TzftSTT aft?N (Mm»), 

502(11). 

to TOnfii d°\m) (wn,w), 440 
(II), 693(11). 

tototo (^i^iao)^ 363(11). 

(fl^) (*°l^|8'5>), 640, 

363(n). 

397. 

Tg?r t^rarf to( f*ranrr froifi arwarn^ 
(Siam), 317-318. 

"sanrat Haw (ui^ia 1 ?), 761(11). 


W t wif ®WT ( C RK), 

72(11). 

Tgt Wjfw (*\\m), 88(11). 

SJiarTsfait ^TTOrT (^|8|^), 121 

(II). 

?t*r (hci^), 

637(11). 

TOFros^it TO^nnarit (ip?iat), 61. 
^f4fam ({it w), "624. 

TOjft arr ajat TO*?! *?3[T3jWT*tY (8)81 
\°), 530. 

% sritfar («ti^l£), 144 

(II). 

to?p ffawn (twf), 144. 

STfftfw (*oFI<?£, H> {{), 

639(11)’, 641(11), 642(11). 

■agTO ^TTmar^ toto (uiai^*=, 
K), 782(11), 283(11). 

(m\^ (\°\Vi*) 
(Uiaiaa), 181, 376(11), 789(11). 
argazitrrraiwfaT vrerf5rf ( a m a o , a ? , 
a*), 460, 461*464. 

TOlf* (sihjc) (a?*ia c ), 
345, 464" 

*qrgazft?r wt wrarcarTtrof 

( t IB i a) (ama^), 89, 463. 

*rgaF[¥t wifn ( a i ? i a <?), 461 . 

'zgvf srftw (to|ii**i), 

504(11). 

^gitrfrot ^f?TWT*r*rfw (im^), 542. 
wtwwrni'ssTOY i?tot ^*?r- 
s^mT*rrsTT*rP5 ({i{F) («mt«) 
(aiai^) (mchc) (uim^, b*, 
a.'s) (unit*, tl), 442, 534, 143, 
655(11), 674(11), 681(11), 695 
(II), 708(11), 710(11). 

<*rgfTOT^r (^l^°)> 855(11). 
'argft^frow; wb^wtwkv awifcaT 
(im*) U°Ki*£), 758, 566(11). 
^ffsrfaiarqaa^W4«i (£m^) 
210(11). 


INDEX OF TEXTS QUOTED IN THE B HAST A. 


2403 


(^F) 

(«im<) 390, 82(11), 

146(11). 

211 ( 11 ). 

(<| a | *■?>), 

271(11). 

^TKi WSD (^K), 102 ( 11 ). 


^srrlr asrj^rR^frt (t«itl 

«•) (HtH) (*°I*IU), 338(11), 
339(11) 341(11). 

'ertsnft f%swsrrf*r (^t?i^), 101(11). 
■jwrijt I u^tnwt: ^ifinpW 
'sqtfffCw f^ftTSW (8|8|^«), 
526. 

WTfK I Hrfsr ^g^TSfT^r (*« | 

641(11). 

'WwrR wr (ti^a) (?l^|8<), 57, 61. 
^rrdsf^rsn: mr* >rer (i*Kw)» 
550(11). 

^wr^sr (W^m), 398, 399. 

W^f?r ftllWL) (ty • 
*18*), 357, 409. 

-m*n vq (aj^i^) 

(WlO. 481, 701(H). 

^Tg^lp ^jknfr 
(t»rm)» (ui^iu, ^«), 

358(11), 708(11), 720(11), 473 

(II). 

SfTgprf# ’STT^sm^ l^t^ST (U1 
\\l), 701(11). 

«nr *rs?f?T (aj)m)> 

568. “ 

^r?TT% spasfaNm NT^ffH (8|*iK), 
478. 

fair ftwTsiwftr Nrg^ar *ro -.( 

398(11). 

5*rrg arvtrfirsrr jwig ( | \ i 

sc:), 135. 


f%w *i%r (?I8|^) (%\\\%) 

(mi£) (<iwj, 87, 110, 506, 235 
(H). 

f^f^^Nifrr {yi\ 

Vi) (*JW*) (tftl'H, 380, 574, 
575. ■ 

w^tfu fhar (mif*), 524 

(H). ' 

w^rirr iror sisra^fw i 

W: H I MTfw II 

(\\m°), 850(11). 
wrir^r *rcrtri %<?uts*[5ffa (^m*?®) (*°l 
»W), 121, 462(11). 

I W*jf* WPCPff*rT (t®l!Ft), 
522(11). 

snz^tt (m\i, c), 

138(11), 142(11). 

«rfWHT5ftsgw<[ (^|8Ki), 322. 
srcspfr itMifit (*mn)> 38. 

ST’CTH^i 

R {\WX> *)> 104, 196. 
srfw^sprwT «rr rnwru (*®fi«), 625 
(II), 626(11),' '627(H). 

SJTW^ wai*jf% (WR®) (W*l 
*, *8), 299, 866(11), 869(11). 
arrajpp (tw), 

. 66 . 

m&t ■Otui 1 ?), 539. 

artflr *t «vrerir9 
gfRTsft {w\t, \°) (*®Fii«, 
it), 144, 145, 654(11), 656(H), 
657(11), 659(n). 
anfiwr sircjw fiiwt W' 
(<«im<). 489(H), 
struts fafvn wwt* WTat 

(<iri?0, 651, 652. 

*t w ^Tfvr (*Klt*), 371. 
arrot w ( c m\), 95(11). 
w%m nr s?rf^ ’srrvr w*fW ( t «• 1 a i ? ) , 
J 489(11). 
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SHABABA-BHl§YA ; 


^jTT (^|«IW) (B^U), 403, 

* 488. 

w (xmm), 835(H). 

^ «TT ^ WP8f (HIBie), 520. 
sqtJTm^nftsr (x*\iH), 535 

(II). 

sqtf?rt5f 3 ^^ ^nf?r (^i*), 34 
(II). 

wrfHrfrng: (' 0 | 8 |^>, 63(11). 

(WW®), 859(11). 
ssftfagtafcHf ^phiPHt (^u) (^|^| 

x°) (w=) (mm) towv) 
(<i*f) 0?fi?*) (8 i»i^)' «m 0 
(titia) (<m^ 8 ) «iw) : (sm^) 
(*uH) (<m«) (m&») (<\\m) 
(<uw) (x*\\m) (HH 

K), 168, 281, 348, 350, 377, 
395, 417, 534, 535, 598, 604, 
620, 635, 71(11), 77(H), 141(H), 
182(11), 199(H), 205(11), 306 
(II), 347(11), 407(11). 

W I (*«?|^*), 862 

(II). 

m t ^wfvr: rrfw ( ww.), 864(H). 

fTT ^ t wt^ 

^T^T 8 rWTfw«ET*{ (^18|8(), 881 

(II). 

ftmfe (xx\xm) (mm)> 

679(11), 483. 

W'WW favr% «|*u$), 702. 
ww: ^4ftf*T *rrsra?T (X e \m*-)> 

369(11). 

ff?r wi«rrfw (*?m^), 126. 

m ^sira ^ izmrn ww 

(*imi), 724. 

f^Tf^WIT: tr**: ^ 3 : (' 0 |B|^o), 68(11). 

^ ('&|^<), 
45(11). 

rTtrEIT^iihTW: 

(*°FI88), 649(11). 


^w^si^wrwirt 1 ^ (^tti 

a*), 359. 

'f^fr (8i8i 

It), 526. 

wt* *rrgqr nr 5 *^?^ (ti^K), 655. 

?re} fjg? ^fiwfasifjr (mix, \°) 

( 8 m^), 342, 345, 456. 

^ ^ 0?m**), 127. 

wfw (ym) (mm) (xx\x\ 
*), 139, 283, 668(11). 
wa' (*?i 

\m) (amU)> 157, 449. 

f^3swrf?f (*i W)» 555. 
^TWfsifw (^FIH), 413. 
fpfm (WiP** 8 =), 362, 

363. 

?Kf?r s?s| srdw mgr^rf ^tsu^sr 
*w?l (?!"?i8» x$), 41, 49. 
wrt *Wt ^r> (^ivuia «)> 

358. 

*T *PBFWV (V.ti^), 337. 
a^qfw (Bl'Oia?, 

8 ^, 88 ) (?°Wtf), 407, 408, 589 

(H). 

WTfT TjPSfT afqWTJT: f% W> ( 5 | 

^ 8 , 8 *?), 305, 308. 

«fliw (*?m» », 127. 

WRIT'S 3n^ssprc*tf% (*i^i<£), 70. 

’WRTW 3Z%* 

sfkwar (\\m)> 66. 

wr^ a® spmrfst*rT *nf^: (xm 

*?,. XX), 40, 48. 

?rwr^ sifif*? K»?rr «r 45'. 

w mf^rrs| xn§ri^f?r ( % \ 

m)> 55 . 

wm ft® wr- ®pflm(8isn»n»), 

496,499. 

WT^ M ^Tf?T ST *?=«d% *r 

«PM^), 716. 

WT^ft^Tts! sisfm ^nvr ST^fsr 
(<fl?N>), 608, 


INDEX OF TEXTS QUOTED IN THE BHl§YA. 
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wr^R wm m (<i*i* 8, *«, 
**,**) (**I<I7), 195(11), 199(11), 
199(11), 211(11), 528(11). 

^ (tfl*!**), 205 

(IX). 

ststtW tot 
'tmfwt mi (**fh*), 652 

(IX).. 

(Wl7), 825(11). 

W t)UT (<tt^lit), 145 

(H). 

ms •WHhr (twt*)* 45. 
ms fr**rmr <?tor (*w*t) (**m 
**), 391, 816(11). 

WBPRWt SfWf ^ 1 *frj%*E*rr(**W#*)» 
360(11). 

ulNto mmrmrmv (** 1 * 171 ) (*i 
*l», *■), 683(11), 71(11), 73(11). 
frrfsr (*•!*!«*)> 619(11). 

«uSfan^5rT3T («i«i^*), 

68 ( 11 ). 

{mm) (*w 

8<, 18), 457, 728(H), 731(H). 
m*[ (^i'bi^), 297. 

m «ft triton (<£i*i**), 216(H). 

(ti^R<, » a , **), 55, 

59. 

mgtow <$NWt (71117 7), 715. 

sTT^rfw* ( 71717 ), 140. 
wH? mmwr- (t°iai* 7 ), 446 

(XX). 

wt twf wvit p xm :m 

(*•1*1*0.4:16(11). 

f?mi *«w npc%h ( 7 R 77 ), 424. 
finm^tfwf*ir(*o| 8 u.) (t ^i*i*), 
446(11), 799(11). 
to mm? (7111*0, 712. 
to (*|7 l«)» S68. 


to ^ fT^TftW (71 

*l*<) (*I*IU), 324, 296. 
torfto {mill, 391. 

Jrrqfl-: (»i* it* , 

.77), 107(11), 111(11). 
to: uwrsrt tor wft toll (*«ni 
#), 496(11). 

fHi I roraroq; ( 81 * 171 ), 458. 
sjfrr I s * (<m0, 143(11). 
gtwr% ftoraj (7i7l*°), 730. 

torwr fwsrg. (** 17117 ), 
416(11). • 

(«tl*l7), 138(H). 

g^toiTtanrto (* 171 * 7 ), 39 
(II). 

siiw^ 32wfi? 

(*•111**), 498(11). 
st?Wf (7i*i*0. 150. 

SH S?3RT ^toWfl* (e|*| 

*8) («*F), 86(H), 140(11). 

%$!■• KWPfW 

0*l*»), 731. 

5Wt t (^|8i*0> 105. 

$ w *rtos| (** 1 * 17 *, *«), 676 
(II), 678(11). 

t*itoreif?r«TT spp tfamt- 
fRf^a ( 7 ii,i*i), 714. 

^ v to (7 r**), 770. 

«r ufotito «r Wt (**1*10. 304 
(II). 

ut ton*nft^rw : OUtot (*«|*| 

* 7 ), 316(H). 

toto^rrotoniT ( C I7!70, 07 
(II). 

fWST *IT«Tto : TOTW* (**|\ll 
0,479(11). 

f* to?i*n*{ (*«ill 7 V 

7») (**!*!*=) (**l*l*) «!***), 
492(11), 493(n), 859(H), 861 
(II), 161(11). 

ftr « (**18187), 790<n). 


fwlnt w* {X°mx), 479(11). 

(8 1"? 18.), 559. 

3ff*ri (C|^|a), 91(11). 
fsrgngwffT *«f?i 378. 

ftrwrr.-ff Fixfte (*1W) (URi«, 

«), 374, 743(n), 744(11). 

(**ltl*8, *«» *?’?), 539 
(II), 540(11), 542(11). 

. 162, 98(11). 

ftWlfirstfTOW (t|8|$) (B|8|8») (*o| 
<Cl^), 87,- 535, 542(11), 

*icn| (iRK), 571. 
fNi^w % (u\m) 769(11). 
f^row ^raffni (^i 

£), 180. 

itfw f arr ar nrate f «*iq- 

^ (il^lta) (t*iaw) (t"N-l 

VO, 573, 453(11), 489(H). 

%? «■%% «UI»^), 629. 

Fixffa; fw (<fmu)> 
146(11). 

ftt wrarw (atm*), 444. 

W «| 4 .in, X€), 

705, 709. 

%*rr nwi *rftvirf?r («mt<), 14(11). 
Wr fTg:^ ^ (*uw), 126. 
wwfW ft^pffaT wrft (cm^), 
136(11). 

W7TOT ftafW (t^l 

tt), 348(11). 

^ ?mffr (*°wo)» 583(11). 
t ufi re wT q&v&QT wfi wftfH (*ibi 
<), 118(H). 

*wtwrT <mf% (Ui8ii°), 792(11). 

*i fit TOft Hsfivn (t 468 

(II). 

snrffrff w*r% (<tl^m), 204(11). 

*t w *rm <??, t^)» 

151(11), 152(11), 153(n). 


^f^rfr (x°m 

tt), 591(11). 

{x\m), 68. 

2[f%nnfsT srftft (^IW)j 137. 
^f^^rrpir (t«iw), 

349(11). 

(WI3»), 351 

(II). 

^Tsrfr sqj^T (t«i ! ?l 1 ?T), 348 
(II). 

^ ‘tWfTT (^m?^)> (8IW*), 

• 218,479. 

^srfh^f^r (8|^M) (8.Rl<?£)» 478, 
578. 

?pfr ^nwfsr (8i^!?), 487. 

(tlil^t), 710. 

^fV w* 'sw 'nttstt ^ i (?i«i 

*) ( c Kia») (t«W*«)» 88*, 89(11), 
381(H). 

^tt mf'rfw {X\\\x\) (*IW) (*i*ii) 
(*W), 146, 158, 491, 33(11). 
a[tf*5W*n?i spang timi) (Wl 
\i) (vm), 158, 160,491. 
(gigit»?), 283. 

3Cwfts^tf5q^f?T (anil's), 336 
(II). 

frot vn?f?r (<Fi¥F)» 772. 
^^t^TOTwrftfT (^iaia) 

(«iw«) (w\%<!) (bj«i*<) «w 
V), 195, 510, 526, 597, 737. 
^^■^’fn^Twrr ^wr*ft g#fr (*?i?u) 
(Wi») (*ui*) (*i*u B ) (*m*) 
{i\x\x) «u la) (<iw) (*m^«) 
«I^R) «1»I»S) (*IW0 

(■aiauo) (cm^o), (*=m*0 («mi») 
(<RF) (<UI*») («tltl8o) (*o|W<0 
(OFI^), (UIW, «, <£, W, X^, 
Xi, 8.8.) (^I^H, 8, .??, n) 
(^H»l^), 110, 176, 211, 395, 
532, 598, 604, 605, 606, 607, 
620, 635, 682, 697, 3(11), 5(11), 
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60(11), 79(11), 80(11), 140(11, 

161(11), 172(11), 316(11), 643 srTsptfsfr ftoi'Clil'a) 564(11). 

(II), 662(11), 668(11), 669(11), ?r ^ (» 0| 

670(11), 672(11), 673(11), 684 630(H)/ 

(II), 694(11), 702(11), 704(11), (^isma), 301- 

708(11), 454(11), 302. * 

(ai ft* (<^|^), 206 

vw)(uw) (xmm) (nmv, (ii). 

481 701(11) 758(11), 837(11). *j#h'(*iw«0, 77(11). 

wr ( 8 | 8 |^ 8 ), 532. ftpl^f), 431. 

** ^ (fFlU), 420. 

ftwf*), 399. Jnwrro ft>| 8 Ko), 60(11). 

S* TOT®rrf*r^T 'SrTHHT^XfH (<t| 8 |^), ^ (*lt| 8<0 (<tl?1^4) ft II' 

275(11). 8 | 88 ), 133, 166(11), 789(H). 

** stffiratt (WIS"), 302. , (»I“K‘>. S23. 

swvPa (t.Ki»«), (t“l»l».«), 473(11). 

555(11). ^T^pn ; (noM^f), 794(11). 

TA,fa ; 'xrix 3 - . . ^TT «^J T : ftlTCi ( 8 I 8 KB), 525. 

733fm * 

73 T3 ., ■ ftftie, <•). 39, 47. 

98(11). ^ 

ft IBIS’S),.. 

^Jrrfsr ^ I 324, 

HTfT^t Jrttfal *T*UTn 1 %3T1 I f%£STrnnraiT ** «TT *%ft (v \\ |’ ( 

atd«tiN‘ : ^rwT«f H ft) (WU> 1 ) ftlilf), 338, 342, 

ft»W), 490(11). 455. 

** writ ftltltf), ftlU t fPTOTOI («tui»), 605. 

H), 225, 230. HcHWW* ft.Fiaf), 604 

fSmuwJi W*T Wlfa ftl (II). 

f U«), 15Q. ftmv). 124, 

^TWT^^sr Bfsfa (VV'i-), 179. t^CT^ ! (UI8|i»), 792(11). 

ft«*l»l{), 444(11). .twt *3rcg?! vDfft ftvww. 
^1181*! ftFI*»), 48. (tl^l^o), 79. 

fhrftarerr -st^hut *ftn*T ^tt wfo (eui 8 »),. 

( c HlO» 77(13). ^ 172(H). 

fNmt N^rn fto|f|^), 399. |aiT: irfwnc <3tra??n: (<tlB|*«), 267' 

fftmi ** ftrsrftf (mi ft) ftflflf, , (!!)• 
i), 551, 742(11), 744(111). ronw ftltlft) ftltl 

ft •If! <K) ft®IUl0» 16(11), 45(11), 470 

*<), 349(11). (II). 

Ctftr*T*J STC^ft ( 8 itu<), 478. Sjuivfwrwt iftpiTOilT ft »ltl< c ), 379 

ftftmr- *3iWfr (t •!<!!«), 564(n). • (n). 
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SHABARA-BHlSYA .* 


(*m c , \*)> 4 i(ii), ] 

43(11). 

^Ts?TTanflni»rf% (*.*i«ht), 583(11). 
?rfw! wn«rT ' (?«isi 
*•). 452(11). 

714. 

TO* «r#tfSr (*°RR8), 399(11). 

«fir (fFRf), 

771. 

123. 

TO* flwr TO* *rre?p (xvwt), 

778(11). 

^Tl*TWlWRT OTgt {?»RR8> **) 
Uwmi, 352(11), 374(11), 877 

(n). 

TOW-TO^Tf* «# (^RR'S), 854 
(II). 

TO*t%w smrom {fRR} {<» 

ti*e) (t«i*R) (iwik, ^8) ; 158 
(II), 479(11), 634, 776(11), 780 

<n>. 1 

TO*r%* (CUR'S), 77(11). 
^T*C*T%1T **T*T*?r W7T («RR«), 97 

(II). 

nwrt w»rfn (^i«r), 863(11). 

^iwtf ^swafw (*18 r a), 64(11). 
fwirfw (4RI4), 559. 

W#ST (CRH'S) ( c RR<C) (t°14i 
*, X\) (<•!<«•), 77(11), 97(11), 
479(11), 485(11), 566(11). 
f^*$TOTO *SRfw (^|4R<C), 348. 
frff^wsrfw (sibrc) (irk) (uri 
*») (fl«HO. 336, 559, 641(11), 
685(11). 

% #^snwt f%’CT 3 Tff 1 %r^t (^ibf) 
(t-nUH, «•)» 199, 495(11), 497 
(II). 

inner TOfTC I WT^fh: <C| 8 | 

XI), 122(11). 

ir^rsranjftfa (jjibrc) «|g|^), 336, 
674. 


if? smsfTfw -m arranfw iw\t), 420. 
TOfln wr*f% (*rri, 65. 
*?«WTTOt 5f-<Tt TOft ffNr (^Fl 

?=), 768. 

m <*r *trr£ * srrfwwfepsrr ($m 
?*) {mx% ?c), 612, 767, 768. 

^WTW (il?Rc) } 171 

(II). 

TOsn*rf% (U|8|««), 789(11). 

* TOTO (t»llK<£) 

(wmt) (X«livw*)> 513(11), 515 
(II), 516(11). 

*T*f (<£|8RC), 280 

(II). 

(4*RH’S) (*«I<CR«), 421 
(II), 541(11). 

(?°KR4), 539(11), 
sr wsr sr tgrijsr, ?r 3ygfr*i 

«KK-)> 644. 

sr %T?f<Tfr sfmwtTO sjf?nz*Tf?i 
«TS|8) (*°r|bo), 414(11), 744. 
swfsf fsr^rflfw ^TfR (8RR), 487, 
sr fiKT fjTtfw (<£R|i«, 48) (<£R| 
8 °) (?«|8R < ), 183(11), 185(11), 
222(11), 434(11). 
sr ^rger i^«t?t8^), 629, . 
sr sr snrrai* srofir «najTOin *wfr 
(8|8R?), 531. 

sr (<|8 rc), 271(11). 

sr fa# *fa 'ni’ifsrr si (*rr) 
(xm\) (*RI^), 40, 48, 126. 
sr wthtt (vrw), 493 

(II). 

sr msrwfat-* wm\ (^rr*), 

124. 

* *RKtf?r (l°F!4), 623(11). 

* spft fipft sr (cri 
^4), 204(11). 

'■*■ *S^: WS?*f*?T (?e|«i^c:) ( ^ o)^| 8 o) 
601(11), 602(11). . 
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<fr Iwr 63 , ] 

428. 

* sTrsTfc^ sr %k 

bm)> 4 a. 

-% 5rffrg%tt?f 874(33). 

sr N^wzrt ffftt gfr% ^sr 

WOT3 (*i^), 304. 

«f *r ^RTHT *T ^\f%W 

f*rk (w**), 324. 

ST srrsrr snfo sr.fwr *r wn (ew?), 
235(n). 

^ HTTO ktu (^!«1 

8 8), 880(11). 

®nr termfsr wfk (ciw), 101 

(n). 

surthmi^ ( \ m^)x 845(11), 
swt^TMff (^|8|^), 318. 
sr* W®rTif ’wfw (t-|*l*) 9 385(33). 
m sRrraT wspnsrT: (^ms), 801 

(n). 

«r*r sritf* (Uftm), 683 

(H). 

«r wt siW srclfsi (tin*), 24. 

3T *rifapftr smfk (*i^<), .46(11). 
sf | («tl^m), 204 

(IT). 

»r «t qsn?^» 

(^M?l^«), 42(11). 

gf qtes^gfm. < n? taffl ' an y (?*iW), 
495(11). 

«r sraffar jr? *np^rf»r (^i#r), 862 
' (II). 

sf ^rr%fsi *p^®t sw^tfsT wh (t«i 
c|^), '637(H). • 

wfWTKifm* rnfa (**fu) (wi*i , 
ko; 620(11), 753(11). 

fr- «r *rsfr s r 

/{t-Klt*), 565(H). 

^ wrfrf (*m»t), 

461. 


srrf?TCT% szwnf^ Tfnsfswsj; (t*ps|<), 
624(11). 

sfWfjTOT^ '(*!*!*•)> 401. 
sri^nsn* (um*), 665(H). 

srrsprriN Nsr'm (fFlt), 

620(H). 

srr^H ^ (ym\) (»m»), 318, 
440. 

sfTSJFS ^ (8|^), 467. 

SfF?TTOT®fH gW^^SfTSatSBT! (*»|*>l 
8J, »<), 606(11), 607(11). 
sng^t spftfw ST Sim arFik (^Ui)j 
38(11). 

•fitter* «rfrf?r ( C I8|<{), 124(11). 
•nftwfisn* 5nfif?T (*#|*u), 434(11). 
srpw’ksr wi 96. 

•fi* 414(H). 

sfr^srsn^ Hsku Ou«»i*i) (t-Fi'm), 
696, 648(11). 

•nssr snft wurD (R«it<), 123 

(H). 

snwrt xrrfk ^rersfirfk mmx^ (ui 
m»), 691(H). 

sft^Wsngflr *f fsrtsfr (*«fi<), 581 
(II). 

f*rai¥H Jnrfsw (t^isi^t), 

875(11). 

ktsrtr^ffr wsrarfk 

(<*l<?l<8), 342(n).* 

vifw (ti»i^) («w 
. <«), 96, 41(H). 
ksfit fi rc q fw {n\\\ii), 737(H). 
fait* srspEmut (^|8K), 312. 

ktlTSTf WNsft Y«jJ?Tlf4fA|»iJ| ITI'QqfTH- 
(9|=?I9), 246. 
smrkr «imO. 632. 
qrrarT# ipsiftrinsrt 
^fw (nm*)> 749(n). 
(tKl*?»), 33. 

m srqkf WT im\l), 202(H). 
«r«rfk qnriT sim (fim»)» 032.. 
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tST qitsw^Tqfw (W^), 397. 
sNrtrrw srw arar^r ^wr (*l*?l 
*<t}> 58. 

Iwr w*tfsr#9o[ (ai^Rl), 483. 

wq wT^grrpfrr (eRa®), (?»i 
W), 222(11), 435(11). 

(^|9t?=), 186. 

w’Ci (toRKa), 375 

m 

sn%5ng si Srqq (<£Ra*>), 226 
(II). 

5TI^ *pff («|?t^) 

(*r?<£, <0,439, 645. 
q^^T 210 

(II). 

WTf«W. (t«wa), 492(11). 
i?^^T5in35fTf5T (U8R), 87. 
qq Tngsr^T vn^srr. (?=|q|^) 5 595(11). 
qq^ ^T-.’S «TPfm: (ttm*?*), 211(11), 
212(11). 

q^WS^ftrerf: ’gq^T: (<t»|^), «l 
•am), 268(11), 755. 
qq? qqrsr-R ^®ffw («KK), 368. 
q 1 fv?^ : jffa: q^fwrffr : ^tw: (\o\^\ 
aa), 412(11). 

frqfw (<fi8|^i), 691. 
TOfnwnq: (*°Kia<t), 560 
(H). 

qwi f^qpcifH (tti^i^), 207(11). 
q^fvqsrfw qtaft qsft (uw^), 752 

(III- 

qqisrr ■^Tqrfrrat wm (^r^), 419. 
tnsiqff srfl^srt (<CR^)> 754. 
^ffTSffjrqr^T^ ’ wrf% (ur^),. 
639(11). 

ql*nf»r qfffq qqqq^ wcf% (t>m 
\+), 14(11). 

q«q 'swrqf^i (rw*)> 78(11). 

k«j (*«i*f, t), 

: 443(n), 445(11). 

q*f * ^nafir (*fk*), 421. 


qtt I (i\m<)> 612. 

(\\\\i), 140. 

qtfW^TPm^Tfa qfWR (<£m^, 

■ *•) (U18I 1 ?*), 158(11), 159(11), 
781(11). 

qit; '=3^95? (t aa), 

553(11), 558(11). 

qqqirftrfrq' snfrfr ( i * fi«), 626(11) . 
q*m srstfa (wits) (^ 18 ), 33(11), 
146. 

qq^T ^*mnr ^tqrrfw (^Ki^ 5 ?) (<(iai 
**) (mm) (ui$n<), 291(H), 
379, 698, 739(11). 
qq\qrr qnfqqi 

tw (ai^F) i\\\x*) (*F1**) (?«| • 
m) (**KIV)» 434(11), 495, 623, 
772, 815(11). 

q^xsM ^ aalf ^“ra? qf^r %5nfqmqq: 
(^Kl*? c ), *37. 

w* qf^^qqiqsr (l«l\u* c ), 

488(11). 

TOlf: (^e|ii^) (*«i 

*ia*), 488(11), 499(n). 
qKi'? qrranqqiw gsrn^ffrtlr (\°m 
a*>), 500(H). 

q<i qi qrq ’dq (^i?i<?<0 (n 

VW. ) , 188, 573. 

WW q»l% 

833(11). 

qfdV WTft (<?ui<0, 115. 
qftqVq*3 fqqfto (fq^sf^n) (crbo) 
(*«0»lt) (?WI^), 222(H), 434 
(II)> 835(n). 
qRfKfq (*R^ i), 422. 
qftsj^ qrot?* (WKl), 184. 
qqqft (yi\\), 366. 

qqfsn»?r q#qq 5 ?|«fqi (m\\i.) (<ti 
mi) ( < *R£), 187, 297(H), 583 



tia<), 293(H), 727(H). 
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aafa arniN *rrt in«M (t^u«), 
849(11). 

^ *f?r*jsrif?r (^i»iu), 318. 

3wpt ww: arrYfsr ('s^f) 

.*»), 35(11), 539(11). 

wa (^Kl«^), 384. 

a), 41. 

srwwt* aisr ^rf^ar: (b^i^), 

481. 

WWftr (wm) t) (im 

8*?)j 229, 608, 609, 689(H, 

^f?nn3 ^wwt art*?? f ^?th ii 

(818^8), 528. 

^Tit®w JZHifif (w\*i), 273. 

’W** ffTwrns^i (ai^u), 488. 
Wit wrfH (^r?«) (8i^iO. 150, 
466. 

^TWT V wwft (IVW), 861(H). 

^«K (^1818), 

56gi). 

aTH*r ^f^rr (^oi^t^o), 402 

(H). 

ajpn* i 

|| (^ o| 

8>8), 452(11). 

waft HtaNTW 206(11). 

3*TT*! (*m^), 617, 620. 

^sr (8]8|i, 

t£), 518, 526. 

fNI*«T (^<1^0, 

V)* 713. 

W awTarTwaraf^mt ^rfNrrwr^ 
(<(|8|^=) } 696. 

3^T ara* Narf^ft firftg (ui^it*), 
712(11). 

3^^%WTfw (fKl5»), 727. 

*> w: (*IW), 209(H). 
H^^TWTH^rs (\\\\h), 119. 
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3<Y*m*m4i«r gargaaafw (am**) 
(*KK) (^|8r?o)/452, 728, 867 
(II). 

3<t^T^ arM ^ (wk), 

421. 

3^^ (ym) (^m^), 

115,225. 

3tr§T3r^^rts^T?H^ xrpS (ww), 
42k ' 

3K^TW5T% ^ wsOTr/fll (im\)i 

: 701. 

S0*iifor *r htht ¥%arar ^ifn ( m 
to), 94. 

3<t*TiNr | (Mtia^), 

329(11). 

3<t^r»rren^TH W^i ( a t*i anaitg (t «>r 
*m), 643(n). 

3<Yrr«^mf?r (t^i*8), 844(n), 
3<t1%H aKYfa KKi^), 731. 

itTVt (c|8iu), 122 

(II). 

(wwxi), 49. 

\i), 41, 49. 

40(11). 

V f («i»w), 

770(11). 

wnft evj (t«Ki 

M)> 546(11). 

IffaY I ^rr*rr wgtrwT- 

wkw- fnpna* (fR^), 770. 

tfs( anetf* («jw<) 
(ttW) (t*?m^), 553, 740(n), 
818(11). 

Wiff! (ii8i^), 595. 

U*r % wvrg (t^m*c), 822(11). 
*t fwi|j »uft at 855 

(II). 

vtYanfianwnar (wm), 127. 
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SHABARA-BHlSYA : 


WWlfr TOW (UIW), 

719 ( 11 ). 

(<qaiu) 

(Hq^.), 120(11), 636(11). 
wtw (mil), 570. 

y ^ Ta frn ynarre *mf?r (aiint) (mi 

l<) MiO (l®l8ll°, IT, i*) (i°i 
<KT) (^ «l^K«), 457, 473(11), 
474(11), 476(11), 563, 568, 568 
(II), 615(11). 

STO#* *r*^f?r wfw (i*nnT),‘462 
(H). 

HTft WT (TRITT), 126. 
ssmt wwtss wrflr ('ai^i’ft), 35(11).'* 
tst% wft«nrors% (i*i<n*)> 546(11). 
sWfirst (*nni) (*nn«)» 50(H), 

51(H), ili(H). 

'm- (inn), 88 . 

ftafw («|*ll, *0, 516, 517. 

TO= wtft ft («nn<-)> 45 

(H). 

upwO.nfwinar (i«Kn, ^), 
533 ( 11 ), 546 (n). 

'-fa wrf*?r (<mn), 236 

(H). 

*#w (i«nKi), 566 ( 11 ). 
tf lfw i f a w i *sw?i (mijn), 294. 
^%T*lf ^fW T a^ir WST^rer- 
(miia) (»nni) a\\\ 
tt, ti, T*) «nn) (*mm) (*u 

Til, IT. 18) (lim«). 73, 481, 
648 , 649 , 655 , 694 ( 11 ), 701 ( 11 ), 
709 (H), 710 ( 11 ), 779 ( 11 ). 
^wrrftShr srranfTw- 

(anni), 526. 

tttwwt ttarren siftfif (iinni), 

720(11). 

aisfa fintww (TilF, T«), 

122 , 124 . 

sriWTTT a^nft WW qrag i 


%ai ifa f*sf?r ii 

(mm), li(H). 

*8»finn^ W* TO (TWIT), 

320. 

55?iw 'srg^wT *nrnt<r «fii), 762, 
^Tfiw wrmqsrgtg-* (*miT), 63 
(II). 

BsrrqrpR’t w«t (mi*), 179. 
TOraftrorroir tots (iniT»), 
102 , 

wqfira*reT*nta (i*fiit), 652(11) . 
OTqftai^TOiasf*n$(llTil, l°)» 
39, 46. 

OTqftartu aretftwrfiran* (titk),'. 

144. 

qsrnifwrf Ttfr* (TWT), 27 8. 

qw#'; T VS Wiffraj (l«Fht), 629 
(II). 

wqffr^iqiwrwT (inn t), 332. 
w qf wtf (inn*), 583. ^ 

qsrrqf?f I top f qrw uarcfw 
snrF (<l«nT)i 756. 
qaiTlBTT^B (TlTnO, 651. 

(l®nilT), 391(H), 
TOTWlt Wit WW (l«WTT)» 398 
(II). 

V(*ttW'> ’snpai^ war (*nnO» 

152(11). 

qxfr^ft *ro5Y (lima), 545. 

(anna) (i*m 

11), 334(11), 477. 

qfrffriSf^ ^MT ^ ^ TOT *TOftf' 

(anil*), 501. 

sfirTOW* (limi), 550. 

qftwgraT itf&qvr anftftr (TFITT)* 397. 
'^fiirot (ti*itt)» 397. 

w3f it«r («im*), 511. 

'tom. «nnT» t«), 

648, 649. 

TO (mil), 64. 
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m\$ wm (\m) j 

(8i«m) (*m<) . (*\m) (wiu) 
(«mp>), 7(H), 56(11), 57(H), 
83(11), 141, 531, 674(H). 

457. 

*****TW ^fTO ^Tfw (niw) 

724(11). ■ 

yql g fl t W R t^T : f*nnc WN 
(WU4)» 48. 
stoftlW* (wtlO* 256. 
tor NT9IT 161(11), 162(11). 

gw (<£|8|^, P), 275(11), 

276(H). 

(MW0» 373(11). 

(tl8tW), 

101. 

WOTHKNfw (t|8ft*)> 100. 
’towr wtfw (4rW)> 397. 
snpu stof* ’^rftosTJn* (ai 

mi) (itiwO (tmi«<). 509, 
683(H), 764(11), 765(H). 

49(11). 

NT^f tNT 'WSPrf (WU*)* 316. 
NT’fts m fr *4* (tlW) (8! 

mi), 75, 481. 

stototo tof* (wip), 317. 
NuftNT^ufN (81^), 472. 
NTanNrqisn^iNt (UIW)> 727(11). 
STsrrrar ^ (MW. A a °) 
(MW, t<), 303(11), 327(11), 
328(11), 337(H), 343(11). 
manNNt to to f*rpu (wwO, 87 
(II). 

NT^W (Wl^), 105. 

snTtti <f T PH^fwiTT (M4F«), 524 

(H). 

. ginrnnnntowto (»l»H», u), 322, 
323. 

sn*ssmTCto N pfa (y|«F).198. 


(MW)» 340(H). 

NTNJHWt nv tot I (M 

41 88), 499(H). 

(MW*), 736(H). 

Nitotojfto*: dm), 34(11). 

NTW MKW (Wl»4) (ci^l^), 
180(11), 181(11), 250(11). 
ftfir (t°i8i^^), 

462(11). 

Ng ^g^w (miM m p), 349, 
350, 356. 

SNito* *rrto?r (<!^1W^), 261(H). 
tfrtoturHT^N PH ififVlWl ( U W*) 

(who dm*) (w), 6i, 95, 

249(11), 772. 

^to^wrtof* (^FU<), 421. 
^ftoiWTgfr^^wwTHto*! (am 
*) dm) k\\ |8»), 131(11), 222 
(H), 442. 

jtftowt (am*), 442. 

snra twto grunt (t °i^|88), 360 

(H). 

UNNT (MW), 740(11). 
w- (?iw te ) (tiw, 

tr), 36, 42, 49. 

(M»l«»), 789(11). 
Nf^TSfT (^FI^O {*W 

&), 41(11), 428. 

wfto to* (41*110 (MW*), 85, 
677(H). 

toPCTWT t g*ia!T«pTT«IT ^TWT tto 
(*0|»|S>) 443(11). 

120 . 

t^wft tor : {x\w*) (m 
*l«0. 120, 691(11). _ 

wihi Wto 

*1«R4R Nim (*Wj 

t a) mi^,^). 491, 733, 735. 


^T?Wi WST (£Rn)> 206(11). 

^*r*nc kR«°), 221(11). 
’‘frferar vs wrf*r (wbr), 439(11). 

(uru)> 709 

(II). 

WTW $ IPS Ktovl (tfll^li), 144(11). 

**rrv; ((•Ian?*), 460(11). 
wfsr w. sis wftr (iRF, 
^ H) 193(11), 203 

(II), 226(H), 609(11). 

€’ST*jwni kRa^a), 226(11). 

sw*rf?r 729. 

usrafiw trf*vrg w? (^lai 5 ?), 862 
(II). 

*r«r^ ^rtt^TTF kR*«), 

186. 

Wr *tt ^rf^T *rr mwm *t (**R 
*8)/ 846(11). 

siOTT4«r$Hrf tww «r 

tt). 769. 

wm$ t^ ! (t»w®»)i 430 

(II). 

H0«r^^9wt3ri^T wrfsfr (sr®), 601. 
stwf«c«Pr vrftraWr *frwfr «r 
• H*i«K), 442(11). 

wwrfiir (UR8<£), 726(11). 

3TW -«^ V’W K *T§t^ (^ 101^8), 
398. 

*nwi wix?j km 

U),347. 

5iTW»flN vfa: (t*|8[8i), 880(11). 
snjisr* sfbj*r<TVcr $ i °r8f), 
371(11), 372(11). 
wT^^sfirwT^fr km^), 626. 
srTO^t kRU) (tR 

*), 370, &9. 

»rqrrgmv Hi^h), 262. 
tf’if f% wt fra* ItafysjTV kR 5 ?*) (?»| 
ll«r), 524(11). 
w*ff fawwj kui<H), 132. 
wr vftonr (^i^), 127. 


WTT^fHW* *ff (UI»IU)> 793(11). 
WSj: ^:.OTtaWff%X<ltR<),'612^ 
vrTnnTOtftwrrarf (t»R 

V). 402(11). 

gw fw*rr- 

w wfawsfo wr % w TO{ i 
H iW), 611. 

fwt g^frf?r w snfrfw (i\\\w) («R 
*>) (i\w°) (ivtm) ( K i8i?») (ui 
»m), 120(11), 660, 656, 677, 
719, 785(11). 

fw?T fW wsfar (f!8iK), 680. 

^ Hr 

a°) (am**) (m\i°) k^iaK), 
337, 447, 475, 864(11). 
»f^KTWl^t kw), 119 

(II). 

v&mr vgpc^TfiT kmn) kRU) 
(im*), 380, 573, 575. 

k*R¥J?)> 767(11). 
#frcn*WnrTO*rra^| k^iai**), 871 

(II)- 

*nfP?rs?<T (^f8|^), 873(11). 

*r WST VV#tm<T (H^((), 
616(11). 

vg vfa‘ v (*oR^), 551(H). 

iram’-^rrftTnf vwisanihfr kR*?0> 
267. 

*rc m wfrufn (fFi^c), 

773. 

WffTsrTwt gfngrnrr: (i\w°), 

705. 

TT5*T% irfbft TO (<fR8*), 

224(11). 

(^m<), 302 

(II). 

«IW*S*%*CTWWll%-.k*MI*8, ^<), 
494(11), 495(n), 497(11). 

Hl«R, 674. 
fff *t (VI8H), 434(11). 
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W*ft StWTWfff ' 5 TJ 9 T Wm 
398(H). 

wsfr^: wifwwwft (t»ftrw;j, 

571(11), 572(11). 
w**Tfw*f?r; %gw5ff 264. 

wwit w^f (?Rn) (twi 

*») 425, 813(H), 831 

(II). 

wfa ^w<i (^l«RB), 322. 
wrw*T»?t ^tsr (wira, *<*), 
370(11), 372(11). 

*PTOY (^RR<£), 268. 

*nqp wr^tpfoip (i.R^«), 553. 

H^gfT IZVSfwWF Wwfaf (?o|W), 

592(n). 

W’i^n^iP’WWT *T «f i W^W'STRif (^| 

8R<=), 325. 

wsuw (imi), 624. 

WUWTTT’r W {^\xm), 121 . 

wro (wi«), 

120 . 

wrtwrl w 'w’tott siftt srm^; 
( \° fi *), 620(11). 

kwI *?t f*ra*iw wwirirt 

(l°\i\\i), 546. 

WTOrf^# w**f ssfw (?°KK C ), 

570(11). 

WTWT f^ft: (*R1^8), 57. 1 

WTOW 3TO\f?l (^nm), 116. 

WPS* ^ fw^ (*«m8*), 328(11). 
vwrowl; .wrfwwT ?r»pft ^Tfwwr (,u\s>\ 
.. <0. 734(11). 

w\wfrr- TO*orfto (hriiv), 728 

(H). 

wro<*i i W8W< 1 51 wto ^prrwN' (x * 

*), 582(H). 

wrfw%w w f inmwwfl (8W8), 491- 
WTOPte W® tTOfa (?m^3), 127. 

WTO ^WWTOTWf wwr% (^P?R8), 190. 


wiwwfinrtw srotfw (^Rj^8) ('srr) 
(«tiw), 31(H), 98(H), 
155HI), 190. 

'^M^rwrorr (i e FR8), 
638(n). 

wtwwj pq^ (m^), 823(H). 

^ TrwwiT®nr?ft (v?Rii), 
824(11). 

f?ro ww vtto% (^\\<±), 267. 
f*rww ^ ipr {«m*»), 450. 
fwwr#* ’Tf«n?T wwwgfw (frtR), 
342. 

SWWFWIHI (ttRRK), 479. 

S^fiTT w*rfar («m^) «RH)» 446, 
777. 

?twf fxrtrTO (*Kiw). 375. 

BjSNnftfir *rr# *r*ajfw ($rr»), 239. 
^W: WTWt WTMW (BR 

*), 473. 

*PTT *TT (8|^U), 487. 

£w*tt (tRR<0, 578. 

?N\sfw (*i W )» 126 

WWt$*$ TSTTOT (OIW), 309 

(H)-. 

WT'^wt «mro (Rtiu) (i\ 

8R) fow.,), 76(H), 262(H), 
242(H). 

IZWTfTT (^RR'a), 150. 
^wtww Wfl qr^qn . (*IW) (*l 
*m) (*IW), 397, 407, 408. 
S Ntow w to W*[fw (8RR<), 478. 
♦MUTO^ WITflTOT (*>RR<), 45(H). 
wtewsf f*r*^ falW), 127. 
w M ^ ^wro: (m\*), 

236(11). 

w tut Tnjsn^arwT ^w (T^ivin), 
834(n). 

^ ^ ^ (^RR<), 49. 

wwnpt W^TT ^WWTOW (<tm^*), 
213(11), 214(11). 
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shabaka-bhi§ya : 


* W fl4: 

(Ul#), 781(11). 

*t ^rtan^TfT WR3? (i!^|«^), 

584. 

** jsrr ^wrsHMffa ^ v& wt 
wtrr «i<ih), 736. 

*T f*r*I4fij»ntnt C^RIct), (trntt. 

**) V), 230, 458(11), 

460(11), 615, 626. 

*r ^ ftiwfirtYw* (ciaj^), 

278(11). 

*r *r*f*rg[mftr ( 5 ?i^i ! ??) (aiaitt, 

ta) (»IW) (tiW<) temtO (M 
*it?) (t°ia]t) (t*Fltt), 155(31), 
189, 398(11), 434(n), 521, 522; 
566, 574, 638(11). 

*r *wf*rsprsf (^ma*) 

(*IW<), 134, 157(n). 

*? 3ir*rf?c (^ut), 

280. 

*fm sjssit {VW), 224. 

3TFrf?T (^\t) 

(to Fie), 280, 629(11). 

*T ’fTiifj *rT*rfW (*|*|<£), 

280, 

*? am, \* t «?*>), 

726,732,737. 

k 50^f^t9.‘ *ntgtnrf*rr (<tKu, K, 
r«) (*m<iu) (uittft), 566(H). 
726, 732, 735(11), 737. 

V wrf?r (t°l’i ] 

*«, a<?), 494(11), 497(11). 
k wrrsr wrf^f% (t°Fi**)> 
369(11). 

W W wr^q (WlFt). 

520(11), 

k wr*dm sr«fw wrf^fw (tit) 

a ), 824(11). 

W (tiaitt), 100. 

V (tiai^), 100. 


(tiam), 103. 

wfo (tm^) 
(eitiao) (t«im 4 ) (\\m«), 127, 
174(11), 366(11), 875(11) 
SfWWT^?? *fisfw3^fw. *T 

^rsrfH (mi a a), 360. 

WSTPNt WT%Kt^f (tt 

<1*0, 727. 

?wrt*p^to : ’9\w*r 
T&RT (<Ki«), 735. 

^!W?rr: (t*m«), 

351(11). 

^rwTsr^ (tti<i«t)> 

76i(n). 

w^r (<£\m$), 286 

III). 

(<im), 279. 

*;4*n*ret (t«i^i^a), 

432(11). 

*r#w ^hrw (WIV*)» («iaitO, 150, 
530. 

W^rWT 4W *m 3P#tT (*| 

<l<), 571. 

1 *f8flapf TZWTfw (aitia^), 462. 
*ra<rf*r»te Wf^fw (tltia^), 60. 

(eitlta), 153(11) 

I w»TJ?rr x&fi (^R^a), 430. 
zrwkfm* i&rfki (<£imt)> 184(11). 
^sr wn^rspfi t*r- (mjH)* 127. 

^^ftfwsrT aswan* (tim)> 68. 

*nft I ^winsrf tfwq (t°ltlt' a )» 
350(11). 

STrT TTftrcfl^lfif « 1 ^ <FT 

(ttltltt), 806(11). 

«pt wwswii 1%^Tffr (tmiai), 
499(11). 

*pt fN^ai ttwfir (uiaR), 
771(11). 
wssrc ’sttwq'r 
f^rfrr^f! (ti^iO» 70. 
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UU (u^a), 577. 

^Tcf f^TcT (*?|«F), 199. 

NU *TT ^f^W- 

«R**), 772. 

*TT TOlfTO ut^TSTTU (^8|U), 317. 

TO TOffT UT <TO ufXWT 

(mm) (^mO, 17(H), 46(H). 

TO (^iaiu), 317. 

TO fro (*m*i), 76(11). 

TO ^TaTT*pU5TT TOTOt (8|^K) (aiai 
TO, 487, 530. 

TO W* f%#hnj (?o|t|^), 485 


TO^^T 1 TO^TIH w*rf% (^®,^|\l), 
321(11). 

TORTT TO frf: .(nww), 753(11). 
TOsuro^fr TOu inTOt-sr ?w4TO 
TOf* (H8iv&)> 97. 

TOiftwfirftm*) (\\w) (ww) 
«W) (tiaiO (t«l»lTO, 93, 140, 
336, 454(11), 655, 674. 
^TfottgwwrsnuT^carij (i\m), 


TOfw t*r *TOr^te: (*RI 

») (^iTO (tm*) KibiTO'Kfi 

*, <» <£. TO (mm) ( c i8F) (i»\ 

«Hf)(^FI^)(umMl)(«^n): 
<WH=, TO, 48(11), 87(11), 119 
(II), 176, 328, 632(11), 648(11), 
660, 690, 701(11), 704(11), 762, 
764, 765, 769, 824(11), 873(11). 
TO$TOTOUTit 3J3rfa (?li|8i), 


TO TOiT (^|8|^), 91. 

TO ^KifUTTO (’Oiau a), 64 


TO ^fTOT ( ^ o|^t^9), 

404(11). 

vrfTOwrsri?? to faTO 

(*.n.m, TO, 353-354, 355. 
tott afnu^fr (tiBli), 91 . 
w ^ w«fr fsrw^’ff (tmi), 91. 
TOir I (^KiTO, 374. 

to t ^unrCr (t’lwc), 

350(11), 

TOTT I (t^l^Bj, 834 


TO^tTOBT? NTOrfNr xfUU- 

mf**(WiTO> 364. 
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TO*f if (8iiu), 

487. 

TO ?T?fa: (<|8|*£, ^ t)» 681, 


TOT^ W «pWH ■(Om 

a), 89. 

to ujij wt%<TO (%%m 

l a), 828(11). 
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Tow (3|<!«' , ‘. a*), 383, 386 
^ 3^T fi[ft^TWT (9I8F, TO, 


24 Is 


SHABAEA-BHA.'ri'A : 


sngnfr *r5i?i «rr^ai w swt 
(nwi, u), 172, 773(11). 

1 1 4(11). 
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^ WT WWT sn# (=191?^, 

9*. 99), 107(H), 110(11), 115 

(H). 

^ftsN *vwf* (fiti^) (< 9 m 

9*), 614, 814(11), 815(11). 

wwwtwtw grftvnnivnra-rar (? 6 | 
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^ ^ fTOFW W'SWtjpmRlt (ai9l89f 
8 8), 584, 585. 
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WT YHUU ^ITTOWTW (»l^m), 

499. 

T it (SFIti), 

418. 

3T?tf?T ( n FI H), 631(11). 
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.xm ^ftwTsrreHt (visit 0 («i 
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